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Abstract
Game Centred Approaches (GCAs) have become increasingly popular amongst physical
educators because of their potential to enhance educational outcomes. Nevertheless, the
literature shows that implementing GCAs can be problematic. The literature reports that the
conceptual and pedagogical difficulties and feelings of insecurity, apprehension, and confusion
experienced by teachers when trying to implement student-centred pedagogy such as GCAs
can create barriers and issues. Emerging yet limited research has been revealed about how best
to support teachers to explore what these approaches may look like in their own practice.
Research conducted with in-service teachers on how best to support the use of GCA pedagogies
to ensure quality outcomes for students is limited. Professional Development (PD)
opportunities provide a critical mechanism to facilitate teacher learning, supporting teachers to
transform their teaching practice, with links to improved learning outcomes for students. The
research identifies a number of characteristics of effective PD, advocating for Professional
Learning Communities (PLC) and Communities of Practice (CoP), and Action Research (AR)
as effective platforms to support teacher professional learning, leading to informed and
improved practice.
This research aimed to examine the influence of a conceptually designed PD model, informed
by the research on effective PD practice and in-service teachers’ implementation of GCAs. It
explored the elements of PD required to support teachers to design (i.e. planning) and
implement (i.e. instruction/delivery/assessment) game-centred teaching. The PD was
conducted using AR over four phases to examine the study aim: Needs Assessment, Planning,
Implementation and Evaluation. Simultaneous data collection and data analysis were
conducted across each phase, including focus group interviews, observations and document
analysis. Data were triangulated and analysed using deductive and inductive analysis and
constant comparison.
The findings of this study report the teachers’ experience and responses to the PD model. The
teachers’ required specific and individualised support when implementing game-centred
pedagogy. The findings revealed a range of facilitators and barriers to learning throughout the
different PD phases. Analysis of the data showed that the PD model positively impacted the
teachers’ ability to plan, implement, and assess using GCAs. However, wide variations in
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knowledge of GCA use, along with differing attitudes towards the value of GCAs and PD, and
reasons for engaging in PD impacted the PD process. Furthermore, the findings indicated that
the teaching and learning culture within the school and teacher accountability and time were
crucial features of the PLC, significantly influencing the teachers’ professional learning.
The findings of this study contribute to the existing body of knowledge by providing
recommendations for PD opportunities to support teachers when attempting to implement
innovative student-centred pedagogies such as GCAs that may be applied to educational
settings in general. It provides suggestions concerning PD by proposing an effective model of
PD that may potentially improve educational outcomes for teaching. Doing so presents a
theoretical and conceptual framework that provides a guide to developing informed practice.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Introduction
In this chapter, the research territory is established, situating the research in the broader
context and outlining the significance and relevance of this thesis. The study overview is
provided, including the study background, purpose, research questions and an explanation of
the significance of the study. Definitions of the key terms used within this thesis are also
included in this chapter. This section presents a rationale for the research, justifying its need
and its contribution to both the instructional model (e.g. Game Centred Approach) and
professional development literature.
Background of the study
The importance of teacher professional learning is well documented in the academic
literature (See: Armour & Makopoulou, 2012; Bechtel & O’Sullivan, 2006; Borko & Putnam,
1995; Desimone, 2009, Guskey, 2002; Makopoulou & Armour, 2011). The literature
discusses professional development (PD) synonymously with educational reform (Sykes,
1996), where improvements in student learning are linked to teacher learning and improved
instruction (Desimone, 2009). Most PD research is driven by the impetus that “effective
professional development will improve teacher instructional practices, which will result in
improved students learning” (Opfer & Pedder, 2011, p.384). High-quality PD is arguably a
central component in nearly every modern proposal for improving education (Guskey, 2002),
where PD opportunities provide critical mechanisms to facilitate teacher learning (Bechtel &
O’Sullivan, 2006). In an Australian context, the Australian Institute for Teaching and School
Leadership (AITSL) provide national leadership for the Commonwealth, state and territory
governments in promoting excellence in the profession of teaching and school leadership.
The charter for the professional learning of teachers and school leaders (The Charter)
(AITSL, 2012) claims, improving the quality of teaching in Australian schools is of the
highest priority if the ambitious educational goals set out by the Melbourne Declaration
(Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs Melbourne
[MCEETYA], 2008) are to be met.
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Typical or ‘traditional’ PD is characterised by individualistic, short-term and
decontextualised activities, often in response to bureaucratic or administrative fiat (Day &
Sachs, 2004). PD opportunities are typically delivered via a one-off workshop approach,
often delivered by an external ‘expert’ (Sparks & Hirsh, 1997) and involving teachers as
passive recipients of information generated elsewhere (Eisner, 1992). Subsequently, the
educational literature is fraught with concern, deeming this form of PD as ‘deficient’
(Fishman, Marx, Best, & Tal, 2003, p. 643), ‘woefully inadequate’ (Borko, 2004, p.3) and
ineffective in supporting teachers to learn in ways that can enhance practice (Armour &
Makopoulou, 2012; Armour & Yelling, 2004, 2007). Issues related to time, location, the
availability of teacher replacements and cost, along with difficulties transferring and applying
learning in the context of their own schools, are highlighted in the literature (Armour &
Yelling, 2007). Despite these pitfalls, traditional forms of PD prevail and remain dominant in
the educational field, perhaps due to their cost and time effectiveness. Brown (2011) argues
that the Physical Education (PE) profession needs to directly challenge the status quo of
professional learning.
There has been ongoing research into what and how teachers learn from PD and the impact of
teacher change on student outcomes (Borko, 2004; Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, &
Birman, 2002; Fishman et al., 2003; Garet, Porter, Desimone, & Birman, 2001). Research in
the past decade has provided far more insight into what is deemed effective PD and the
processes necessary for teachers continued professional growth and learning ( O’Sullivan,
2007; Spalding, Klecka, Lin, Wang, & Odell, 2011). It is reported that to be effective, PD
needs to be continuous and sustained over time, teacher-centred, and physically and mentally
active (O’Sullivan, 2007; Parker, Patton, & Tannehill, 2012). In order to translate the theory
into accomplished practice, teachers need active learning. They learn by doing, reading, and
reflecting; by collaborating with other teachers; by looking closely at students and their work;
and by sharing what they see (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011). Hayes, Mills,
Christie and Lingard (2006) argue that “... there is a pressing need to place teacher
professional practices, pedagogies and assessment practices linked to desired student
outcomes, at the core of professional communities, both within and outside schools” (p. 25).
As such, there was a call to action regarding the status of teacher professional learning.
Notably, the last decade has seen a marked change in the landscape and delivery of teacher
14

professional development opportunities. The endorsement of the Australian Professional
Standards for Teachers (The Standards) (AITSL, 2011) in 2010 and the introduction of the
mandated accreditation process for all teachers in 2018, including the compulsory
professional development hours, have provided increased accountability for teachers’
professional learning. These changes have contributed to increased professional development
opportunities and professional development suppliers and increased teacher participation in
professional learning activities. Moreover, it has provided a catalyst for the change in the
provision and delivery of teacher professional learning in Australian schools.
There has been a noticeable shift towards more collaborative and cooperative forms of PD
that create ‘professional capital’, encouraging continuous teacher development, providing a
comprehensive set of actions to help teachers learn and move forward (Hargreaves & Fullan,
2012). PD opportunities, often in the form of professional learning communities (PLCs), are
one example of this shift. These PLCs have the potential to engage teachers in the
development of a collective culture, allowing them to learn from and with each other and to
struggle with the uncertainties that accompany their roles as learners and as teachers
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011, Patton, Parker, & Pratt, 2013).
A key area of PD, particularly in an Australian context, has been in productive pedagogies
and quality teaching (see Hayes et al., 2006, Mills et al., 2009 and NSW, Department of
Education & Training, 2003) with a focus on innovative, student-centred practices.
Productive Pedagogies are a range of classroom strategies that teachers use to focus
instruction and improve student outcomes. Focusing on four dimensions of ‘intellectual
quality’, ‘relevance’, ‘social support’ and ‘recognition of difference’, Productive Pedagogies
explicitly attends to both intellectual and social justice outcomes (Gore, Griffiths & Ladwig,
2001). Productive pedagogies initially emerged from the landmark Queensland School
Reform Longitudinal Study (1998-2001). Productive Pedagogies was widely adopted in
Australia and internationally, both a research tool and metalanguage to support teachers to
critically reflect on their practice. More recently, the research of Marzano and Kendall (2007)
and their New Taxonomy of Educational Objectives have been used as the basis for the
Queensland Curriculum & Assessment Authority’s design of the new syllabi and external
system of assessment.
In New South Wales, the Quality Teaching Framework (QTF) (see NSW Department of
15

Education and Training [NSWDET], 2003) provided a model of pedagogy for improving
quality teaching in Department of Education schools. In recent years, there has been a
resurgence of the model with the Quality teaching rounds (QTR) approach to professional
development, developed by the University of Newcastle. The QTR approach combines the
ideas of ‘rounds’, Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) and the QT model to build
teachers’ capacity to improve the quality of teaching and student outcomes (see Gore, Lloyd,
Smith, Bowe, Ellis, Lubans, 2017; Gore & Rickards, 2020; Gore & Rosser, 2019; Miller,
Gore, Wallington, Harris, Prieto-Rodriguez & Smith, 2019). In 2019, the NSW Department
of Education entered a five-year partnership with the University of Newcastle for Building
the Capacity for Quality Teaching in Australian Schools, with the launch of the Quality
Teaching Academy in 2020, utilising the QTF as the framework for deep engagement in
analysis and review of classroom practice. Chapter two provides a detailed discussion of
productive pedagogies and the QTF, specifically within the context of GCAs.
In the discipline of Physical Education (PE), particularly when teaching games, a focus on
quality teaching, innovation, and student centred practices has often been in the context of
Game Centred Approaches (GCAs). GCAs have become increasingly popular amongst
Physical Educators due to their potential to enhance educational outcomes (Butler, 2006;
Forrest, Wright, & Pearson, 2011; Fry, Tan, McNeill, & Wright, 2010), along with a range of
other benefits, including enhanced participant motivation (Evans & Light, 2008; Mandigo,
Holt, Anderson, & Sheppard, 2008) and engagement (Pearson, Webb, & Mckeen, 2006;
Wright, McNeill, & Fry, 2009), improved tactical transfer between sports (Hastie & CurtnerSmith, 2006; Memmert & Harvey, 2010; Memmert & Roth, 2007), the development of
tactical knowledge (Butler, 1997; Gréhaigne, Godbout, & Bouthier, 1999; Mitchell, Griffin &
Oslin, 1997; Mitchell, Oslin & Griffin, 1995; Rovegno, Nevett & Babiarz, 2001) and
developing effective decision makers (Díaz-cueto, Hernández-Álvarez, & Castejón, 2010).
GCAs or games-based pedagogy are also mandated within the new NSW PDHPE syllabus
and Australian curriculum. Research linking GCAs to quality teaching in Physical Education
(PE) (Light, 2014, Light, Curry, & Mooney, 2014; Pearson, Webb, & Mckeen, 2006),
highlights the capacity of GCAs to enhance the quality teaching of games and address
elements such as deep understanding, higher-order thinking, student direction and inclusivity
(Pearson et al., 2006).
Nevertheless, the literature has reported that GCAs are challenging to adopt, and the
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implementation of GCAs can be problematic. Research reveals the conceptual and
pedagogical difficulties (Casey, Dyson, & Campbell, 2009; Dudley & Baxter, 2009; Mcneill,
Fry, Wright, Tan, & Rossi, 2008; Roberts, 2011), along with the feelings of insecurity,
apprehension and confusion (Butler, 1996; Díaz-cueto et al., 2010; Griffin at al., 1997;
Gubacs-collins, 2007) experienced by teachers when trying to implement game-based
pedagogy. Subsequently, many authors have attempted to clarify and deepen understandings
of original models (e.g., Butler, 2014; Harvey, Pill, Almond, 2018). It is claimed that GCAs
impact within the practices of PE has yet to be fully realised and achieved (Pearson et al.,
2006; Stolz & Pill, 2013). In their recent review of the application of Teaching Games for
Understanding (TGfU) in Physical Education, Barba-Martín, Bores-García, HortigüelaAlcalá, and González-Calvo (2020) highlight the disparity between research and practice, or
more specifically, the dissemination of the TGfU method and its application in school
contexts. Their findings show the great contrast between theoretical research or research
outside school contexts and those conducted in schools and during PE, highlighting the need
to continue addressing PE by understanding the real possibilities of TGfU in the subject.
Subsequently, it is argued that linear, performance-based teaching practices still dominate
PE. As such, traditional methods, characterised by skill drills and technique practice prevails.
The concern is that these prevailing pedagogical approaches continue to marginalise and
alienate students and are insufficient in achieving worthwhile educational outcomes for
students (Cothran, 2001; Ennis, 1999; Fitpatrick, 2018; Kirk & MacDonald, 1998; Light &
Georgakis, 2005). Research has revealed little about supporting teachers to explore what
these games-based approaches may look like in their practice. In an education setting, limited
research has been conducted with in-service teachers (Harvey & Jarrett, 2014) and their PD
needs concerning implementing these approaches, which may be related to these difficulties.
Memmert et al. (2015) suggest further research is needed into teacher development in GCAs,
pre-service and in-service teachers learning to teach by using TGfU related approaches and
the PD of novice to experienced practitioners as areas for future research focus.
As such, examining teacher learning within the context of implementing GCAs may provide
important insight into how best to support teachers in implementing game-based pedagogy,
providing a framework for translating theory into accomplished and informed practice.
Exploring the characteristics of effective PD and examining the influences on teacher
learning, whilst considering the complex nature of learning, will help inform the development
17

of an effective model of PD that aims to support the successful implementation of GCAs.
These factors ensure the proposed model is one that is research-informed and adapted to
individual teacher’s needs. As such, the model of PD posited sets out to empower teachers
and have them address the key constraints in their own school settings.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of a conceptually designed PD model,
based on the features and characteristics of effective PD, had on implementing an innovative,
student-centred teaching approach, namely GCAs, in a school-based PE program.
Aim of the Study
This study aimed to explore teacher learning and gain an insight into why teacher learning
may or may not occur as a result of PD activity, specifically in the context of PE and
implementing game-based pedagogy. Specifically, this study attempted to understand and
gain insight into what role the PD played in teachers’ ability to design (i.e. planning) and
implement (i.e. instruction/delivery/assessment) game-based teaching. In doing so, it showed
how this conceptually designed model of PD-which integrated theories of Professional
Learning Communities (PLC) and Communities of Practice (CoP) and the features and
characteristics of effective PD as an effective mechanism to support teacher learningimpacted teachers’ knowledge, understanding, and implementation of GCAs and more
generally the facilitators and barriers the PD program encountered during the phases of PD.
The findings will be discussed with consideration to how the PD program supported teachers
in implementing GCAs, and specifically, how the PD program was delivered logistically and
facilitated the development of GCA knowledge and application of game-based pedagogy.
How the barriers presented in the study were dealt with will also be discussed. These findings
and discussion will then be disseminated into the broader context of PD in PE and the
broader educational community when using educationally sound and innovative teaching
practices.

Research Questions
This research has thus been designed to examine the following research questions:
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Overarching Research Question
What are PE teachers’ experiences of and responses to a professional development model
designed to support their implementation of GCAs?

Secondary research questions
1. What barriers and facilitators impact on teacher professional learning when
implementing GCAs?
2. What elements of games-based pedagogy do teachers need support with when learning
to teach GCAs?
3. What are the characteristics of effective GCA-PD?
Research Design and Method
In order to examine the research questions, this study adopted a qualitative approach using a
hybrid case study and action research design. Each Personal Development, Health and
Physical Education teacher within the school context represented an individual case as part of
the overall case study. Theoretically grounded in the broad educational theories of
constructivism, situated learning and an amalgamation of the key characteristics of
Communities of Practice (CoP) and Professional Learning Communities (PLC), this study
posited a Professional Development model. Table 1 presents an overview of these key
characteristics of CoPs and PLCs identified by Wenger (1998) and Stoll, Bolam, McMahon,
Wallace, & Thomas (2006), their similarities and differences and their application to this
study. Definitions for both PLCs and CoPs are also provided below. These theories, along
with the continuous process of plan, act, observe and reflect, as prescribed by the action
research framework (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988), were used to guide the development and
implementation of a professional development model for teaching Games Centred
Approaches (GCAs).
The PD model was implemented over six months and occurred over four phases (needs
assessment, design, implementation and assessment). Data were collected using a variety of
measures, including focus group interviews, researcher field notes, documentation of
materials, lesson observation and reflections. Guided by the action research process, data
collection and data analysis were simultaneous. Analysis of data used both an inductive and
deductive approach and was ongoing throughout the study.
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Significance of the Study
This study provides an opportunity to explore teacher learning and gain an insight into why
teacher learning may or may not occur as a result of PD activity, specifically in the context of
PE and implementing game-based pedagogy. It presents the opportunity to explore influential
elements of PD, identifying potential barriers and facilitators to teacher learning. Although
this study is a case study and generalisations from it would have to be made very carefully,
the findings are likely to provide useful information, especially to educational policymakers,
educational administrators at the state and regional level, particularly curriculum support
workers and PD providers, as well as school principals, leaders and teachers. It is hoped that
the study will also contribute to the understanding of GCAs and provide information leading
to an effective model of PD that supports teacher learning when implementing game-based
pedagogy.
This study has both theoretical and practical significance. For teachers, it is a stark reminder
of the value of PD to teaching practice; providing insight into ways of identifying and
satisfying professional learning needs, assisting teachers to direct their learning process and
supporting the belief that teachers need to be in control of, accountable for, and responsible
for their professional learning. This study advises teachers of the limitations of PD that
promises a ‘silver bullet’, offering professional learning opportunities that promise to cut
through the complexity of teacher learning to provide an immediate solution to transform
their practice. For principals and school leaders, this study reinforces the importance of
establishing a strong and positive teaching and learning culture within schools, where
teachers and leaders are held responsible for their professional practice and professional
learning. The findings of this study may also provide strategies for assisting teachers who
may experience difficulties in their professional practice and learning.
The study should also assist PD providers and curriculum support workers in informing PD
initiatives, ensuring PD opportunities provide coherence to teachers’ needs and offer teachers
the ongoing support and accountability they need to make and sustain change to their
teaching practice. It highlights the importance of PD providers providing opportunities to
translate research into practice adequately. From a research perspective, the findings of this
study present researchers with a framework for developing informed practice, and a guide to
ensure that their research is made accessible to teachers and, most importantly, that their
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theory is translated into teaching practice. This study also informs future researchers,
advising them to fully explore the reality of what is suggested in their research.
Contribution to the field
This study contributes to the existing body of knowledge by providing recommendations for
the provision of PD for educators, specifically in the implementation of GCAs, offering a
guide for the delivery of PD in games and sports, PE and more general educational settings. It
examines the impact that suggestions relating to improved practices have on facilitating
teaching practice in innovative pedagogies and the potential issues with implementing PD
programs that meet these needs from a structural and professional perspective. A conceptual
framework is presented that joins theories of PLC and CoPs, with effective features of PD to
increase teacher knowledge and skills, to change attitudes and beliefs to facilitate change in
teacher practice to ultimately improve student learning. The posited conceptual framework
provides a guide to developing informed and accomplished practice and poses a range of
questions to be considered when determining the suitability, efficacy and value of PD
practice.
This study informs those interested in PD about effective elements of PD, along with
facilitators and barriers of implementing PD, and those interested in GCAs about the
knowledge, skills and understanding needed to implement games-based pedagogy effectively
and authentically. Consideration is given to both CoPs and PLCs theories regarding their
potential to support teacher learning and transform teaching practice; in doing so, this study
questions the efficacy of PLCs to support learning in contexts where a functional PLC cannot
be formed. Thereby, this study contributes to the literature by explaining why PLCs may fail
and what to do to support or recover PLCs that do not achieve their desired outcomes or fall
short in facilitating the desired change to practice or enhance student outcomes for all PLCs
members.
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Definitions of key terms
Several terms were used during the study and are defined as follows:
Accountability: A responsibility to account for outcomes, practice, performance and explain
actions taken.
Communities of Practice: “Groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a
passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by
interacting on an ongoing basis” (Wenger, McDermott & Snyder, 2002, p. 4).
Continuing Professional Development (CPD): Ongoing, career-long learning and
development related to one’s profession or “Professional learning is the formal or informal
learning experiences undertaken by teachers and school leaders that improve their individual
professional practice, and a school’s collective effectiveness, as measured by improved
student learning, engagement with learning and wellbeing” (Australian Institute for Teaching
& School Leadership [AITSL], 2012, p.2).
Executive: Principal and key experienced staff at a school, occupying formal positions of
authority.
Games categories: “the use of a Games Classification System (Bunker & Thorpe, 1982)
whereby games are taught according to their similarities of tactical and strategic objectives
rather than as a sport in isolation” (Baxter & Dudley, 2007, p.2).
NB: There are four categories of games: Target games (e.g. bowling, darts, golf) have the
least complex tactical structures. Other games can then be categorised on a continuum of
increasing tactical complexity, moving from striking/fielding games (e.g. cricket, baseball),
to net/wall games (e.g. tennis, squash), to the most complex invasion games (e.g. football,
field hockey).
Game Centred Approaches: The collective/umbrella term used to describe games based
pedagogical models such as Teaching Games for Understanding (TGfU; Bunker & Thorpe
1982), Play Practice (PP; Launder 2001), the Tactical Games Model (TGM; Mitchell, Oslin,
& Griffin 2006) and Game Sense (GS) (Light 2004) that are aimed at generating a greater
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understanding of all aspects of games, while increasing physical activity levels, motivation
and enjoyment in PE lessons.
Games Performance Assessment Instrument (GPAI): “a multi-dimensional system
designed to measure game performance behaviours that demonstrate tactical understanding,
as well as the player’s ability to solve tactical problems by selecting and applying appropriate
skills (Oslin, Mitchell & Griffin, 1998, P.2).
Principal: The person occupying the formal position of, or acting as, senior manager and
administrator of the school.
Professional Development: Professional development refers to the processes, activities and
experiences that provide opportunities to extend teacher professional learning. It is also
known as Teacher Professional Learning (TPL), Continuing Professional Development
(CPD) and Staff Development.
NB: Professional Learning is used to describe the enhanced knowledge and development of
new instructional practices as a result of the PD. It refers to the “growth of teacher expertise
that leads to improved student learning” (NSW, BOSTES, 2013, P.4).
NB: Teacher Professional Learning is also used in the literature to describe training and
development opportunities offered or carried out by teachers.
Professional Learning Community (PLC): “educators [creating] an environment that
fosters mutual cooperation, emotional support, and personal growth as they work together to
achieve what they cannot accomplish along” (Dafour & Eaker, 1998, p. xii).
Public school: A school established by NSW state government, which is largely funded and
administered by the government through the NSW state Department of Education and
Training (DET).
Teaching and learning Culture: The values and behaviours a person or a group of people
have with regards to their own teaching or learning in specific contexts (Sagy, Kali, Tsaushu
& Tal, 2016; Sagy, Yotam Hod & Yael Kali, 2019).
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Unit of Work: A sequence of lessons that address outcomes based around the topic focus,
including assessment that is planned and linked to learning experiences.
Chapter Conclusion
This chapter has introduced the study, providing a brief overview of the research and some
background to GCAs and PD. An overview of the research design is provided, along with the
research questions. The context of the study is provided outlining the significance and the
purpose of this research. The contribution the findings will make to this field of research is
also discussed. The chapter concluded by identifying the key terms used throughout the study
and providing a definition for these commonly used terms.
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Chapter 2
Review of literature
Introduction
The literature review has been composed to review the areas of research that resonate with
the study of the professional learning required to support in-service teachers in their
implementation of game centred pedagogy.
The literature review is divided into three main sections:
1. Professional Development (PD)
2. Action Research
3. Productive Pedagogies and Game Centred Approaches
The central focus of this study explores teacher Professional Development (PD), this is done
within the context of teaching games in Physical Education (PE) using an innovative
pedagogical model, namely Game Centred Approaches (GCAs). As such, the first section of
the literature review looks at the PD literature and explores the role PD plays in educational
reform and improving the quality of education. The literature concerning teacher change is
explored, along with an Australian and NSW context of PD. A summary of the work
regarding PD within the field of PE and specifically GCAs is also examined. The second
section explores the Action Research (AR) literature, making links with PD, where AR as an
educational research strategy is examined; literature covering AR in GCAs is also explored.
The third section examines quality and productive pedagogies in PE, with a specific focus on
GCAs as an innovative and student-centred approach to teaching and learning games in PE.
Links are drawn between productive pedagogies, quality teaching and GCAs, with emphasis
on the curriculum requirements, particularly the Australian curriculum and the NSW PDHPE
syllabus (NESA, 2018). The gap in the literature, which combines all these themes, PD, AR
and Productive Pedagogies, specifically GCAs, is identified. The chapter concludes by
examining the relevance of the literature to this study, identifying the gaps in the research.
The themes identified for the literature review are examined through the relationships
identified in Figure 1.

25

Figure 1. Literature review organisation and topic relationships.

Professional Development
(PD)

AR & PD
Productive
Pedagogies & Game
Centred Approaches
(GCAs)

Action Research
(AR)

Mendeley (Mendeley ltd, 2008), a desktop and web-based reference management application
was used to collect and organise the literature into a database. Using Mendeley allowed all
relevant literature to be imported into the database, noting the author, title, abstract,
publication date and journal, along with any notes made by the researcher when reading the
article. Tags were added to each imported article, allowing the researcher to categorise the
articles into relevant themes, as illustrated in the literature map (Appendix 2). Tags included
Professional Development (PD), Action Research (AR), Games Centred Approaches (GCA),
along with Physical Education (PE), PD Characteristics (characteristics), Australian context
(AUS) and implementation issues (issues). Tagging the articles allowed the database to be
organised and sorted efficiently and effectively, allowing the researcher to filter relevant
literature and access the library from any digital device. The notes feature was particularly
useful in tracking thoughts and summarising the article within the context of the study. Also,
Mendeley allowed articles to be highlighted and notes to be made throughout the flowing
text, which was useful in tracking thoughts and insights whilst reading the article. An excerpt
from the Mendeley library database (Appendix 1) and literature map (Appendix 2) can also
be found in the appendices.
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Professional Development
There are many different terms and definitions used to describe teacher Professional
Development (PD) in the literature, including in-service teacher education,
in-service learning (Hoban & Erickson, 2004), in-service training (INSET) (Bolam, 1999),
renewal (Day, 2002), continuing education (Chand, 2000), staff development (Turbill,
(1993), teacher professional learning (Attard & Armour, 2006; Timperley, Wilson, Barrar &
Fung, 2007), teacher learning (Borko, 2004), professional growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth,
2002), continuing professional development (CPD) (Armour & Yelling, 2007; Atencio, Jess
& Dewar, 2012; Makopoulou & Armour, 2011; Pedder, Opfer, McCormick & Storey, 2010),
lifelong learning (Brown, 2018) and professional growth (Kostina, 2015; Witterholt,
Goedhart, Suhre, van Streun, 2012). Early research by Little (1987) defines teacher PD as
“any activity that is intended partly or primarily to prepare paid staff members for improved
performance in present or future roles in the school districts” (p. 491). Perhaps these many,
wide, and varied terms make it difficult to understand PD’s core function and purpose, which
may contribute to the difficulties presented in the literature when conceptualising what
effective PD is. A more contemporary definition of teacher professional learning is used by
AITSL (2012), which considers PD to encompass all “formal or informal learning
experiences undertaken by teachers and school leaders that improve their individual
professional practice, and a school’s collective effectiveness, as measured by improved
student learning, engagement with learning and wellbeing” (p.3). This more contemporary
definition of ‘professional learning’ broadens the concept of PD, highlighting the varied
range of PD experiences that can support teacher learning and links improved teaching
practice to broader educational goals.
In attempting to explain the function of PD, Day and Sachs (2004) describe three
imperatives, i) aligning teachers’ practice with educational policy, ii) improving students
learning outcomes by improving teacher performance and iii) enhancing the status and profile
of the teaching profession. Much of the PD literature discusses PD synonymously with
educational reform since many reforms rely on teacher learning and improved instruction to
increase student learning (see: Borko, 2004; Desimone, 2009; Desimone et al., 2002;
Fishman et al., 2003; Garet et al., 2001; Patton et al., 2013). Much of this literature assumes
that teachers who know more teach better (Cochran-smith, 1999). Opfer & Pedder (2011)
argue that this ‘process–product conceptualization of causality’ linking effective PD,
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improved teacher instructional practices and improved student learning, is the impetus for a
large amount of attention given to teacher PD by researchers and policymakers. High-quality
professional development is viewed as a central component in most modern proposals for
improving education (Guskey, 2002). Desimone et al. (2002) suggest that “professional
development could be a cornerstone of systemic reform efforts designed to increase teachers’
capacity to teach to high standards” (p.81). Whilst Patton, Parker, and Tannehill (2015)
suggest PD should be viewed as both an obligation and opportunity for teachers, providing a
‘forum for change’ and confirmations of their current teaching practice.
In their overview of teacher professional development in an Australian context, Grundy and
Robinson (in Day and Sachs, 2004) identify three interconnected purposes of continuous PD,
which include
i)

extension, introducing new knowledge into a teacher’s repertoire through
educational innovation;

ii)

growth through the development of greater skill and expertise; and

iii)

renewal through the transformation and change of knowledge and practice.
(Grundy & Robinson, p.149)

In exploring the purpose of PD to improve teacher knowledge, Cochran-smith and Lytle
(1999) distinguish between three prominent conceptions of knowledge associated with
teacher learning and development; ‘knowledge-for-practice’ referred to as ‘formal knowledge
and theory’ generated by researchers outside the school setting, for teachers to use in order to
improve practice; ‘knowledge-in-practice’, this refers to the practical knowledge embedded
in teachers practice and their reflections on practice, ‘knowledge-of-practice’ when teachers
treat their own classrooms and schools as sites for intentional investigation at the same time
that they treat the knowledge and theory produced by others as generative material for
interrogation and interpretation. Later, Day and Sachs (2004) added a fourth element,
‘knowledge of self’, where learning is generated by teachers engaging in reflection in, on and
about their values, purposes, emotions, and relationships.
The professional development literature forges a connection between effective teaching and
student achievement, highlighting teacher quality as a critical factor in student achievement
(Wenglinsky 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2000 ). The research affirms that engaging teachers
in high-quality professional learning is the most successful way to improve teacher
effectiveness (Greenwald, Hedges & Laine 1995; Guskey & Huberman 1995; Elmore &
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Burney 1997; Hawley & Valli 1999; Elmore 2002). To be effective, teachers need a deep
understanding of their subject area and how to teach subject content, knowing how students
learn specific subject matter and a range of strategies and practices that support student
learning (AITSL, 2011). Much of the literature identifies the benefits of student-centred
pedagogies, where students are active participants in their learning (Dix, 2012). Game
Centred Approaches (GCAs)-due to their learner-centred, inquiry-based pedagogy (see
Butler, 2005; Fry, Tan, McNeill, & Wright, 2010; Hopper, Butler & Story, 2009)-provide an
ideal means for teachers to increase student learning and engagement; providing students
inclusive, enjoyable, and effective learning experiences to play sport and games (Light 2002;
Mitchell, 2005).
Despite the apparent link forged in the literature between teacher professional development
and improved student learning, several studies have reported the difficulties in translating PD
into student achievement gains (see: Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Opfer & Pedder, 2011; Yoon,
Duncan, Lee, Scarloss & Shapely, 2007). Desimone et al. (2002) and Desimone (2009)
suggests there is little direct evidence of the extent to which these characteristics are related
to better teaching and increased student achievement. This research signals the need for more
work linking PD and changes in teaching practice to student achievement. Moreover, despite
the seeming ‘professional consensus’ (Desimone, 2009; Desimone et al., 2002) on the
characteristics of PD that lead to teacher learning and change, Opfer and Pedder (2011)
argue, we are still unable to predict teacher learning based on these characteristics.
Furthermore, the literature reveals that teachers are often provided with little opportunity and
support for professional development in teaching environments (Darling-Hammond &
McLaughlin, 2011) and that fewer resources are being allocated to support teacher learning
(Day & Sachs, 2004). As such, questions remain about the impact of professional
development programs on teacher beliefs and practices (Garet et al., 2001b).
PD practices have been dominated by individualistic, short-term and de-contextualised
activities, often in response to bureaucratic or administrative fiat (Day & Sachs, 2004).
Typical or traditional forms of PD provision are characterised by one-off, off-school site
(Casey, 2012a), one-day courses or workshops (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Suk
Yoon, 2001), with one-size-fits-all solutions (Guba, 1996) and a top-down approach to
disseminating knowledge (Lauscher & Jarvis-Selinger & Beckingham, 2004); where teachers
are provided with information and resources that they are expected to translate into action
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(Butler, Gersten, Vaughn, Deshler, & Schiller, 1997; Keay 2006). This PD model identifies
with the ‘deficit model’ identified by Philip Jackson (1968), which assumes that teachers
need to be provided with something they are deficient in or do not already have. These
dominant approaches to PD have been described as ‘woefully inadequate’ (Borko, 2004, p. 4)
and ‘deficient’ (Fishman et al., 2003, p.643), with much of the literature deeming them
ineffective in supporting teachers to learn in ways that can enhance practice (Armour &
Yelling, 2007, Butler, Lauscher, Jarvis-Selinger, & Beckingham, 2004, Garet et al., 2001;
Hanushek, 2005; Knight, 2002; Sykes, 1996). Sykes (1996) identifies these conventional
professional development practices as the most serious unsolved problem for policy and
practice in American education today.
The literature has called for substantive pedagogical change and a reconceptualisation of how
we view and engage in professional learning (Casey, 2012; Opfer & Pedder, 2011; Patton et
al., 2015). Opfer and Pedder (2011) suggest a more complex conceptualisation of
professional learning is required, one that looks at the ways the elements of three subsystems,
the teacher, the school, and the learning activity, interact and combine in different ways and
with varying intensities to influence teacher learning. Moreover, Pedder, Opfer, McCormick,
and Storey (2010) indicate that the focus of professional learning needs to be about the
assimilation of knowledge. Notably, there has been a shift in the PD discourse over the past
20 years, to one which values lifelong learning and more collaborative and cooperative forms
of PD that create ‘professional capital’ (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012), encouraging continuous
teacher development and providing a comprehensive set of actions to help teachers learn and
move forward.
Professional development (PD) opportunities, often in the form of Professional Learning
Communities (PLCs) and Communities of Practice (CoP), are an example of this shift. It is
argued that these PLCs have the potential to engage teachers in the development of a
collective culture allowing them to learn from and with each other and to struggle with the
uncertainties that accompany their roles as learners and as teachers (Darling-Hammond &
McLaughlin, 2011, Patton et al., 2013). Likewise, the CoP literature suggests CoPs develops
a shared practice as members engage in a collective process of learning (O’Sullivan, 2007).
CoP theory believes teachers learn when they “generate local knowledge of practice by
working within the contexts of inquiry communities to theorize and construct their work and
to connect it to larger social, cultural, and political issues” (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999, p.
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250). These collaborative and cooperative forms of PD, such as PLCs and CoPs, align better
with what Day and Sachs (2004) title the ‘aspirational model’ of PD. In doing so, this form of
PD acknowledges that teachers who are already effective can continue to improve and
contribute to learning communities in schools.
Much of the research around Professional Learning Communities (PLC) and Communities of
Practice (CoP) contributes to this growing body of research that calls for improvements to the
quality and design of teachers’ career-long professional development (Borko, 2004; Fishman,
Marx, Best, & Tal, 2003; Kostina, 2015; Makopoulou & Armour, 2011) and the quality of
inquiry into teacher learning (Desimone, 2009). In their research, Fishman et al., (2003)
highlight the importance of in-service teachers to engage in continuous professional
development (CPD), since a year-on-year update of innovations in educational practice and
assimilation of new knowledge, skills and expertise is likely to enhance the quality of
students’ learning. In their extensive work within the teacher professional development in a
PE context, Armour and her colleges (see: Armour & Makopoulou, 2012; Armour & Yelling,
2004, 2004b, 2007; Makopoulou & Armour, 2011, 2011b), recognise the importance of
teachers being ‘lifelong learners’, engaging in continuous and effective professional learning
throughout their careers. In support of this, Casey (2012) argues for prolonged professional
development that engages teachers in learning communities. Similarly, Crockett (2002)
highlights the need to focus attention on “creating local communities that promote the
practice of shared inquiry grounded in teachers’ work” (p.609). Teachers need to be provided
with opportunities to reflect critically on their practice and to fashion new knowledge and
beliefs about content, pedagogy, and learners (Nelson & Hammerman 1996; Prawat, 1992).
The research advocates collaborative, site-based, inquiry-based approaches, suggesting they
offer a promising and appealing alternative to conventional professional development
programs (Ermeling, 2010; Garet et al., 2001). Crockett (2002) in discussing her year-long
work with a teacher inquiry group in Mathematics, commented that “recent recommendations
for professional development focus attention on creating local communities that promote the
practice of shared inquiry grounded in teachers’ work” (p. 609). However, she notes that little
is known about the content of these structures. Casey’s (2012) later work on continued
professional development (CPD) advocates that, through using inquiry and research, teachers
can “focus their learning on ‘their kids’ and ‘their problems’ rather than engage in off-site
approaches which assume that ‘one size fits all’” (p.76). Linking inquiry models of PD to
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CoPs and PLCs, Ermeling (2010, 2012) notes a simultaneous increase over the last 20 years
in both the interest in practice-based communities of professional inquiry or ‘communities of
practice’ and the criticism of conventional professional development programs. He identifies
‘communities of inquiry’ as a “central feature of high quality teacher professional
development” (p.377). He suggests communities of inquiry take on a variety of names and
forms, such as action research (Carr & Kemmis, 1986), teacher research (Cochran-Smith &
Lytle, 1993), Japanese lesson study (Fernandez, Cannon, & Chokshi, 2003; Lewis, Perry, &
Murata, 2006; Stigler & Hiebert, 1999), inquiry groups (Crockett, 2002), and learning teams
(Gallimore, Ermeling, Saunders, & Goldenberg, 2009).
The inquiry model requires teachers to identify an area of instructional interest, collect data,
and make changes in their instruction based on an interpretation of those data. Little (1993)
believes that such approaches afford critical reflection, engaging teachers in the “pursuit of
genuine questions, problems, and curiosities, over time, in ways that leave a mark on
perspectives, policy, and practices” (p. 6). The origins of professional development through
inquiry can be traced back to the work of Dewey (1910, 1933). He viewed inquiry as a
process of progressive problem solving and believed that nurturing reflective dispositions
was an essential ingredient for improving pedagogy over time (Rodgers, 2002). Later, Schön
(1983, 1987, 1991) built on Dewey’s work, further developing the concept of inquiry and
reflective practice by focusing on how individuals think both during and after their actions.
One of the essential features of the inquiry model as professional development practice is that
research should be part of teachers’ development. Stenhouse (1985) argues that scientific
inquiry aims to democratise educational research by actively including teachers in the inquiry
process. As such, action research sits under the umbrella term of inquiry-based professional
development. Examination of the action research literature reveals that its goals, like those of
the inquiry model, are related to change and improvement (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Elliott,
1991; Whitehead, 1989). Ermeling (2012) suggests that the emphasis of action research can
range from more general school problems and educational issues to the more explicit
emphasis on the study and improvement of instruction. Action research as an educational
research strategy and a professional development model will be discussed below and links
drawn between PE and GCA research.
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Teacher Change
Historically, teacher change has been directly linked with planned Professional Development
(PD) activities (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 1994). Most PD activities are designed to initiate
and facilitate change in teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions, where this change
process will lead to specific changes in their classroom behaviours and practices, which in
turn will result in improved student learning (Guskey, 2002). Teacher change needs to be
durable and sustained, and PD initiatives need to ensure they are designed with this in mind.
However, many professional development programs fail to consider “what motivates teachers
to engage in the staff development process and the process by which change in teachers
typically takes place” (Guskey, 2002, p.6).

Models of teacher change
Informed by the work of early change theorist Lewin (1935), Guskey (1986) proposed a
model that re-examines the process of teacher change in order to guide the creation of more
effective professional development programs. The model of teacher change proposed by
Guskey (1986) considers the major goals of PD which are to bring about change in the
classroom practices of teachers, change in their attitudes and beliefs, and change in the
learning outcomes of students. Guskey (see Guskey, 1986, 2000, 2002) argues that the order
in which these outcomes occur is significant in considering the effectiveness of change
processes in achieving the desired change and the endurance of that change. In Guskey’s
(1986) alternative model of teacher change, a significant change in teachers’ attitudes and
beliefs occur after they gain evidence of improvements in student learning. These
improvements typically result from changes teachers have made in their classroom practices.
The findings of Guskey’s (2002) work highlight that teacher change is both a gradual and
difficult process for teachers, where teachers need to receive regular feedback on their
students’ learning progress and continued follow-up, support and pressure needs to be
provided.
Guskey’s work into teacher change has been criticised for its oversimplification and linear
conceptualisation of the complex change process, suggesting the process of teacher change is
more cyclical than linear, with multiple entries (Clarke, 1988; Clarke & Peter, 1993).
Retaining Guskey’s process of teacher change, Clarke (1988) suggests the model should be
viewed as a cyclical process with multiple entry points. Similarly, Mouza (2006, 2009)
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supports this cyclical process of teacher change in her longitudinal research of teacher
learning in technology integration, whereby changes in practice influenced changes in beliefs
and vice versa. Mouza (2006, 2009) proposes spiral cycles of teacher change, modelled after
the spiral of action research cycles, indicating the continual growth trajectory. The upward
direction of the spiral is used to signify the continual growth of participants. In further
conceptualisation of the teacher change process, Cobb, Wood, and Yackel (1990) proposed
the importance of creating “cognitive conflict” in teachers’ minds, where teachers’
approaches are challenged prior to them attempting to modify their classroom practice.
Informed by the work of Guskey (1986, 2000, 2002) and Clarke and Peter (1993), Clarke and
Hollingsworth (2002) proposed a more complex, interconnected model of professional
growth. In their interconnected model, change occurs through the mediating processes of
‘reflection’ and ‘enactment’, in four distinct domains which encompass the teacher’s world:
1. the personal domain (teacher knowledge, beliefs and attitudes),
2. the domain of practice (professional experimentation),
3. the domain of consequence (salient outcomes), and
4. the external domain (sources of information, stimulus or support).
Fullan’s (1992) research criticised change initiatives for viewing teachers and schools as
‘objects for PD’ rather than ‘receivers of PD’, highlighting the importance of teachers being
part of the change process. In Fullan’s (1992) work on implementing successful school
improvement, he identified four key elements needed to impact the change process at the
school level:
1. There needed to be active initiation and participation by all teachers.
2. There needed to be pressure and support for change at the local level.
3. There had to be changes in teachers’ behaviours and beliefs regarding the change.
4. Teachers needed to feel the ownership of change.
(Fullan, 1992, p. 25)
Fullan (1994) opposes top-down approaches for learning often displayed in schools,
suggesting teachers need to be involved in the learning process and the development of the
school’s vision. Fullan’s (2007) later work synthesises the lessons learned from decades of
school-centred reform efforts, advocating for collaborative cultures at the school level,
proposing Professional Learning Communities as effective mechanisms to support and
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facilitate change. This research on teacher change helps inform effective models of
professional development.

Factors influencing teacher change
In an attempt to understand how these models, promote positive change and understand why
change may or may not be promoted; it is necessary to understand the nature of barriers to
and facilitators of the change process. In this regard, the PD literature identifies many factors
that appear to influence teacher change. Barriers to professional learning identified in a
school context include those related to structural and management changes (Duncombe &
Armour, 2004), the importance of supportive workplace culture (Keay 2006), and influences
from a local educational administration (Parker, Patton, Madden & Sinclair, 2010), along
with a range of emotional responses to change (Saunders, 2014). Other research shows
facilitators of learning by providing quality activities, tasks, resources (McDonough,
Clarkson & Scott, 2010; Cameron, Mercier & Doolittle, 2016). Whilst more recently, Forrest,
Lowe, Potts and Poyser (2019) reinforce collaboration, reflection and knowledge of outcomes
as factors facilitating teacher practice change.
Specifically, in the context of Physical Education, Rovegno and Bandhauer (1997) outline
five dispositions that can be essential aspects of teacher thinking and can help to explain
successful knowledge development and teacher change. These include,
I.

the disposition to understand the approach accurately and deeply and to do the job
right,

II.

the disposition to accept that the approach was difficult to learn and to persist in
seeking clarification,

III.

the disposition to justify and develop a practice in keeping with a sound educational
philosophy theoretical foundations,

IV.
V.

the disposition toward change and to learn and implement new ideas, and
the disposition to suspend judgement of new ideas.
(Rovegno & Bandhauer, 1997)

Bechtel and O’Sullivan (2006) suggested that to help design more effective PD programs for
secondary PE teachers, we need a better understanding of the teacher change process. Later,
Bechtel and O’Sullivan (2007) identified the common enhancers and inhibitors for the
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teachers’ change process. Enhancing factors included visions and beliefs of physical
education and support from principals, colleagues, and students. Whilst district practices and
policies and educational priorities were identified as inhibitors to change. Lack of
professional development provision for physical educators was perceived as a key barrier to
teacher change.
Patton and Griffin (2005) explored the experiences and patterns of change in a Teacher
Development project on an Assessment Initiative for Middle School Physical Education.
Their findings highlight the link between beliefs, values and practice. The teachers in Patton
and Griffin’s (2005) study made changes to their PE programs that resulted in a
transformation of the values and beliefs that guided their practice. In order to foster change to
teaching practice, Patton and Griffin (2005) advocate a flexible approach to PD, with a dual
focus on practices and beliefs. However, they recognise that change involves risk-taking and
recognise the importance of gaining a better understanding of the duration and types of
support that makes a difference for teachers, suggesting with the intensity, multiple resources,
and ongoing support necessary to achieve substantive changes.
Exploring curriculum change in PE, Maclean, Mulholland, Gray and Horrell (2015) suggest
that the combined factors of teacher agency, culture and social and material structures along
with the school’s capacity to manage new policy development, are crucial in enabling
teachers to enact and sustain change. They highlight the importance of understanding
teachers’ perception of the reasons for change and whether teachers understand why change
is made and acknowledge that many teachers need to change their mindset and ‘broaden their
horizon’ about teaching PE. Similar to Priestly (2010), Maclean et al., (2015) identified the
vital role of teacher agency as a crucial factor in encouraging change. The importance of
collaboration throughout the school was highlighted along with school structures that
promoted links to Professional Learning Communities (PLC) and interdisciplinary
interaction.
In their longitudinal work, examining teacher-initiated changes in a high school physical
education program, Cameron, Mercier, and Doolittle (2016) highlight several factors
instrumental in the change process. Their results found that the quality of the innovation, the
resource, in their case, the assessment package provided, and access to learning about the
assessment package through the supporting materials, along with the teacher workshops,
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were all facilitators in the initiation phase of the change process. Also, findings showed that
teacher advocacy was an essential factor in supporting change, where confidence, passion
and a shared commitment to program improvements among the physical education teachers
were instrumental in the change process.
In more current research exploring teacher change in PE, Kern and Graber (2017, 2018)
suggest teachers’ dispositions can act as either a barrier to or facilitator of change. They
examine PE teachers’ dispositions toward making pedagogical changes to their programs
using a 15-item teacher change questionnaire they developed and validated. Their results
indicated that teachers regularly make self or co-initiated change to their teaching programs,
including changes to instructional strategies, management strategies, assessments, and the
learning environment. Changes to assessment were the least changed elements and, largescale curricular changes were not initiated. The findings showed low involvement in
pedagogical changes from the Principal. External initiatives were identified as the primary
initiator of change. In examining the dispositions for change, Kern and Graber (2018) suggest
that men and women experience change differently. Their findings also show that teachers
who teach other subject areas in addition to PE are more likely to make pedagogical changes
to their practice, whilst more experienced teachers were less likely to make changes to their
teaching practice. Kern and Graber (2018) suggest that the closer individual teachers are to
retirement, the less likely they are to invest in change initiatives.
Of particular significance to this study, Yoon and Armour (2017) examine teacher
professional learning and impacts on student learning in a Community of Practice (CoP) in
South Korea. Their findings provide clear evidence of teacher learning within the CoP,
supported with pedagogical and instructional changes to teaching practice. Yoon and Armour
(2017) identify a range of barriers, including the pupils’ negative perspectives to the change
initiative and contextual barriers such as lack of cooperation and difficulties with navigating
co-workers’ preferences in teaching. Educational and cultural barriers were also evident,
impacting on the teacher change and pedagogical practice.
In essence, there has been much research focused on teacher change in PE, highlighting the
clear connection between teacher beliefs and values, and change to pedagogical practice. The
school environment plays a key role in addressing the structural, administrative and
management conditions to support learning. Understanding the barriers of and facilitators to
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learning helps inform change initiatives and guide PD opportunities to support and facilitate
change to practice. These barriers and enhancers of pedagogical change help identify the key
characteristics of effective professional development that are explored below.

Characteristics of Effective Professional Development
The PD literature reveals a great deal about what constitutes effective professional
development (see: Birman, Desimone, Porter, Garet, 2000; Guskey, 2003; Guskey & Yoon,
2009; Hunzicker, 2011; Knight, 2002). Desimone (2009) argues, “understanding what makes
professional development effective is critical to understanding the success or failure of many
education reforms (p.181). Effective PD may be characterised by teacher development and
improved practice, the impact it has on pupil learning, or even the capacity it has to engage
teachers (Patton, Parker, Tannehill, 2015). Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin ( 2011)
suggest, “effective professional development involves teachers both as learners and as
teachers and allows them to struggle with the uncertainties that accompany each role” (p.82).
There is a growing consensus within the literature that identifies the features and
characteristics of effective PD for teachers, and the types of PD that are likely to enhance
teacher and pupil learning (see: Armour & Yelling, 2007; Birman, Desimone, Porter & Garet,
2000; Desimone, 2009; Guskey, 1995, 2003b; Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Knight, 2002; Sparks,
2002; Timperley et al., 2007). Early work by Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989) examining
models of staff development presents a summary of the characteristics of effective staff
development, including;
•

Programs conducted in school settings and linked to ‘schoolwide’ efforts;

•

Teachers participating as helpers to each other and as planners, with administrators, of
in-service activities;

•

Emphasis on self-instruction, with differentiated training opportunities;

•

Teachers in active roles, choosing goals and activities for themselves;

•

Emphasis on demonstration, supervised trials, and feedback; training that is concrete
and ongoing over time; and

•

Ongoing assistance and support available on request
(Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989).

In later research, Timperley et al. (2007) synthesised the findings of 97 international studies
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to produce their ‘best evidence synthesis iteration of teacher professional learning and
development’. Their key findings distinguished some characteristics of effective professional
learning that had a substantial influence on student outcomes. Timperley et al’s (2007)
synthesis showed the importance of engaging teachers as learners, focusing on new
knowledge underpinned by theoretical concepts that relate to practice. The meanings and
implications of which need to be discussed and explored with other teachers. Later,
Desimone (2009) established a core conceptual framework for effective PD, identifying a set
of critical features that define effective professional development. Desimone (2009) suggests
these features are “critical to increasing teacher knowledge and skills and improving their
practice, and which hold a promise for increasing students’ achievement” (p.183). These
features include a focus on content, active learning, coherence, duration and collective
participation.
In a PE context, Armour and her colleagues focussed on the continuing professional
development of PE teachers (see: Armour & Makopoulou, 2012; Armour, Makopoulou, &
Chambers, 2012; Armour &Yelling, 2004, 2004b, 2007; Makopoulou & Armour, 2011a,
2011b) identifying key characteristics of PD for application within a PE context. Armour and
Yelling (2004) reported that teachers defined effective PD as practical, relevant and
applicable; able to provide useable ideas; delivered by a good presenter who understands the
real world of teaching; challenging and thought-provoking, and offering time for reflection
and collaboration. Many parallels can be drawn from the work of Armour and her colleagues
in a PE context to the broader PD literature.
The following eight characteristics draw on the consensus of characteristics of effective PD
presented in this research. They are presented here as being critical features of teacher PD:
1. Knowledge building
2. Active learning
3. Coherence
4. Situated
5. Continuous ongoing support
6. Collaborative practice
7. Capacity building
8. Reflective practice
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Knowledge Building (Content focus)
Desimone (2009) states, “The content focus of teacher learning may be the most influential
feature [of PD]” (p.184). She makes the link between PD activities that focus on subject
matter content and how students learn that content, indicating that the subject matter content
that is chosen, strongly influences the level of learning a teacher experiences while engaged
in PD. Desimone (2009) suggests that effective PD, as governed by this core conceptual
framework, has the capacity to increase teachers’ knowledge and skills and changes their
attitudes and beliefs, change teachers’ instructional practice and as a result, foster increased
student learning.
Similarly, Corcoran (1995) suggests, professional development that focuses on subject matter
content and how children learn it may be an important element in changing teaching practice.
Moreover, Garet et al., (2001) report a focus on content knowledge to be a core feature of
professional development activities in their comparison study of the effects of different
characteristics of professional development on Mathematics and Science teachers’ learning.
Desimone (2009) suggests that more research is required into which aspects of teacher
knowledge are critical and how to measure them, increasing our understanding of how
teacher knowledge enables practice.
The need for PD to focus on subject matter content and how students learn that content is also
evident in the PE literature. In their work with Primary teachers in a PE context, Coulter and
Woods (2012) suggest PE-PD should focus on depth of content and pedagogical content
knowledge rather than breadth. In their case study of an in-service elementary physical
education teacher who made a large-scale change from an ‘activities-based approach’ to a
‘movement-based approach’, Rovegno and Bandhauer (1997) show that possessing
appropriate content knowledge is essential in implementing and supporting change
adequately.
Like the concerns echoed in the wider PD literature, research in the PE PD field highlights
the difficulties associated with developing teacher knowledge and the problems associated
with current forms of PD when focusing on building teacher knowledge. In exploring the
feelings of teachers towards CPD, Casey (2012) reflects the concerns of broader PD literature
criticising current ‘homogenous’ approaches to CPD that are used to ‘deliver’ packages of
standardised knowledge’. He suggests, if governments view teachers’ knowledge as a series
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of discrete, interchangeable skills then this form of CPD will continue to dominate. Bechtel
and O’Sullivan (2006) suggest that one of the challenges associated with providing quality
PE PD is ensuring that teachers’ knowledge of the subject matter of teaching and learning,
and their students is shared and valued. Armour, Makopoulou, and Chambers (2012) note the
teachers’ concerns from three different countries regarding their inability to make progress in
their learning, highlighting the subject knowledge barriers within PE PD, where teachers are
unable to deepen their knowledge within specific areas of knowledge and interest.

Active learning
Consistent with constructivist perspectives on learning, it was understood that learning was
dynamic and involved the active construction of knowledge. Professional development
activities where teachers are given the opportunity to actively engage in their professional
learning is also related to effective PD (Desimone, 2009; Garet et al., 2001). Garet et al.
(2001) outline opportunities for active learning, such as the opportunity to observe expert
teachers and to be observed teaching; to plan how new curriculum materials and new
teaching methods will be used in the classroom; to review student work in the topic areas
being covered, and to lead discussions and engage in written work. Similarly Birman,
Desimone, Porter and Garet (2000) state, “By engaging teachers in active work, and by
fostering a coherent set of learning experiences, a PD activity is likely to enhance the
knowledge and skills of participating teachers” (p. 29). Whilst, O’Sullivan and Deglau (2006)
argue, “teachers should be treated as ‘active learners’ who construct their own meanings and
understandings from active participation in the PD program rather than acting as passive
recipients of ideas and curricula. Arranging for teachers to play a more central role in
designing and implementing initiatives for their own learning will encourage active
participation” (p. 446). As with Desimone (2009), Armour and Yelling (2004) identify
‘active learning’ as being a core component of effective PE PD. Armour and Yelling (2004)
contest that if PD is to be effective for physical educators, it needs to be practical and ‘handson’, allowing teachers the opportunity to engage practically in the activity.
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley’s (1989) summary of effective PD practices makes links to
effective learning, suggesting that teachers should take active roles, choosing goals and
activities for themselves. Similarly, Timperley et al. (2007) synthesis showed that it is vital
for teachers to engage as learners. The idea of teachers as active, innovative learners,
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focusing on making relevant links with other learning contexts and on how their students
learn, is an essential dimension of successful PD (Attencio, Jess, & Dewar, 2012; Deglau,
Ward, O’Sullivan, & Bush, 2006). This notion of teachers as active learners is consistent with
the concept of AR and ‘teaching as inquiry’ involving teachers in cyclic processes that pose
questions about the impact of teaching on student learning (MOE, 2007). The assumption
underpinning this research project was that as teachers developed a better understanding of
the core concept of critical evaluation, they, in turn, would be better able to help their
Scholarship students achieve better outcomes. AR or insider research methodologies have
been used in many educational settings (see Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988), including PE (see
Tinning, Macdonald, Tregenza, & Boustead, 1996).

Coherence
In line with Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989) guidelines that link PD to wider school
efforts, Desimone (2009) identifies coherence as another core feature of professional
development, defining coherence as “the extent to which teacher learning is consistent with
teachers’ knowledge and beliefs” (P.184). This notion of coherence was previously
highlighted by Garet et al., (2001) who state that PD activities can promote coherence by
“incorporating experiences that are consistent with teachers’ goals and aligned with state
standards and assessments, and by encouraging continuing professional communication
among teachers” (p.918). The notion of ‘coherence’ is also identified in Armour and
Yelling’s (2004, 2007) work, where they identify that effective CPD needs to be ‘relevant’
and ‘applicable’ to the teachers setting and context and aligned to teachers’ goals and needs.
They also state that PE teachers value PD opportunities that are challenging and thoughtprovoking and provide them with ‘ideas’ and ‘practices’ that they can use (Armour &
Yelling, 2004). Similarly, in a PE context, Coulter and Woods (2012) recommend that PE-PD
should be individualised to each learner’s needs and engage learners with the key skills and
processes, ways of thinking and practising relative to the content being mediated.
Situated
The PD literature shows that effective professional development for teachers does not occur
in ‘bite-sized de-contextualized in-service workshops’ (Rangeon, Gilbert, & Bruner, 2012),
conducted off-site (Casey, 2012; Garet, Porter, Desimone, & Birman, 2001a) or externally
run ‘courses’ (Armour & Yelling, 2004b; Keay, 2005). Garet and his colleagues (2001a)
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suggest that off-site PD activities do not provide the same opportunities for integrating new
learning as ‘reform’ activities that are integrated into practice. Consistent with situated
learning theories, the PD research shows that learning takes place in multiple contexts and
situations, where PD providers need to analyse individual learning contexts and their
synchronicity for teacher learning. (Armour, Makopoulou & Chambers 2008).
Similarly, O’Sullivan and Deglau 2006 suggest, PD must be situated in classroom practice,
not abstract theorising about ideal environments and goals for physical education teaching
and teachers. Armour, Makopoulou and Chambers (2008) suggest, understanding the situated
nature of learning can support teachers to link theory and practice in their contexts, engage in
supported critical reflection and grow theories that can be shared with peers. Timperley et al.,
(2007) reinforce the complex nature of teaching and learning, stating “sense-making is a
complex process involving interaction between an individual’s existing cognitive structures
(knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes), the situation in which they practise, and the providers’
messages” (p.197). Thus, the challenge for PD providers is to present PD opportunities that
take into consideration the interplay of these influences and connect to teachers, presenting
information in ways that make sense to the teachers they expect to influence.
Continuous ongoing support
Much of the PD literature indicates that teacher change is a lengthy and ongoing process
(Guskey, 2002; Bechtel & O’Sullivan, 2007; Day, 2004). Whilst little is known about the
optimal duration of PD activities (Coulter & Woods, 2012; Cordingley, Bell, Thomason &
Firth, 2005; Desimone, 2009; Villegas-Reimers, 2003), Desimone (2009) alludes to a ‘tipping
point’ of 20 hours or activities that are spread over a semester. Garet et al., (2001) identify
that the duration of PD is important, since teachers need time for in-depth discussions of
content, student conceptions and misconceptions, and pedagogical strategies, to try out new
practices in the classroom and get feedback on their teaching practice. Desimone (2009) calls
for further research into the thresholds for these features of high-quality PD.
In their early synthesis of effective PD practice, Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989)
highlighted the need for ongoing assistance and support available on request and training that
is concrete and ongoing over time. It is acknowledged that teachers need to be ‘lifelong
learners’, ‘continuously learning’ and engage in continuous and effective professional
learning throughout all stages of their careers (Day, 2002; Desimone, 2009; Patton et al.,
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2013). This notion of career-long, continuous PD is identified as a defining characteristic of
all professions. Improving the quality of teachers’ career-long professional learning is pivotal
to raising the standards of physical education (Armour & Yelling 2004). Professional
development should be continuous and ongoing, involving follow- up and support, and
training over extended periods for further learning (Armour & Yelling, 2004; Rangeon et al.,
2012), where PLCs provide a promising context for teachers’ continuous professional
development (Vanblaere & Devos, 2016).

Collective participation
Teacher collaboration is regarded as a powerful tool for teacher professional development
and school improvement. This research draws parallels and echoes that of the CoPs and PLC
research. PD activities that allow for collective participation by allowing teacher interaction
and discourse are viewed as critical features for teacher learning (Borko, 2004; Desimone,
2009; Desimone et al., 2002; Sjoer & Meirink, 2016). Researchers acknowledging the need
for collaborative participation in teacher PD have called for a shift in the way we think about
PD, moving away from an emphasis on individuals and courses to systemic, complex
understandings of how learning is created and shared within communities of practice,
advocating for a collaborative culture of teamwork, empowerment and student learning that
transforms teaching (Guskey, 1995; Knight, 2002; Patton & Parker, 2012). This shift in
thinking about the collaborative nature of PD aligns with the growing body of research that
explores teacher learning and PD using CoPs (Barab & Duffy, 2000; Hodkinson &
Hodkinson, 2003; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Little, 1990; Wenger, 1998) and PLCs as a means
of growing professional practice (Bolam, McMahon, Stoll, Thomas, & Wallace, 2005;
Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011; Patton, Parker, & Pratt, 2013).
Echoing the research in the wider PD literature, research in a Physical Education PD context,
reinforces this notion of collaboration and reflection, advocating that teachers need to be
given the opportunity to exchange knowledge and experience, sharing ideas and practices
with fellow professionals (Armour & Yelling, 2004). Armour and Yelling (2007) argue,
“Where teachers are able to learn together in a supportive context, effective professional
learning is facilitated (p. 180). Similarly, Coulter and Woods (2015) recommend that PE-PD
programs should encourage and facilitate opportunities for teachers to get together during the
school day to prompt communication and collaboration and to foster a community of
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learning.
Specifically, in the GCAs context, the work of Nash (2009) supports the notion that
collaboration and collective participation are critical features for teacher learning. Nash’s
(2009) study explored the use of ‘communities of practice’ (CoPs) when teaching TGfU to
pre-service teachers. The social learning experience provided by the CoP assisted in
developing a deeper sense of how to implement TGfU effectively in their pedagogy.
Similarly, the work of Wright, McNeill and Fry (2009), looking at student teachers learning
to teach games through a tactical approach, also makes links to learning within CoPs. Their
findings suggest that learning took place through ‘legitimate peripheral participation’ (Lave
& Wenger, 1991) in communities of practice’ and this facilitated pupil movement through the
‘zone of proximal development’.
Capacity building
Capacity is identified as a “complex blend of motivation, skill, positive learning,
organisational conditions and culture, and infrastructure of support”, empowering and
involving individuals, groups, whole school communities and school systems to sustain
learning over time (Stoll et al., 2006, p.221). Findings from Armour and Makopoulou (2011)
show that one of the most important goals for PE-CPD is to support teachers to “develop the
ability and the desire to learn throughout their career” (p. 586); what Claxton (2002, cited in
Armour and Makopoulou, 2011) refers to as building teachers ‘learning capacity’. Similarly,
Tripp (2004) points out that ‘transforming’ teachers from passive to active, independent
learners is challenging and requires a lot of ‘capacity building’ work. Armour and
Makopoulou (2011) argue that PE-CPD needs to be ‘systematic, meaningful, personalised,
and career-long, if it is to develop teachers’ ability and desire to learn throughout their career.
Similarly, Patton, Parker and Pratt (2013), in their study of the pedagogy of facilitation within
PE PD suggest, “The ethos is of teacher capacity building where teachers view themselves as
learners finding their own voice” (p. 442). Stoll et al. (2006) suggest Professional Learning
Communities (PLCs) provide considerable promise for building teacher capacity and
sustaining teacher improvement.

Reflective practice
The importance of reflective practice is extolled in the PD literature (Armour et al., 2012;
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Brown, 2011; Keay, 2005; Loughran, 2002, 2006, 2007). Loughran (2002) suggests that
reflective practice “is seductive in nature because it rings true for most people as something
useful and informing” (p. 33). Tinning, MacDonald, Wright, and Hickey (2001) relate
reflective practice to an individual’s learning and highlight its capacity in promotive active
learning. Armour et al. (2012) argue that PE teachers’ reflective practice is vital for their
professional learning. However, Keay (2005) argues that while a reflective approach to
learning is needed, it needs to be a critical reflection.
Similarly, Attard and Armour (2006) highlight the importance of critical reflection as part of
teachers’ professional development, showing that critical reflection can promote professional
learning and facilitate change to teaching practice. Highlighting the collaborative nature of
learning, Loughran (2006) advises that reflective practise must be more than just a personal
journey. Whilst Brown (2011) urges that reflective practice needs to be done in an informed
way. Gubacs-Collins (2007) highlighted the importance of self-reflection, in her study using
action research on implementing a tactical approach to teaching tennis in a pre-service
teacher education setting.
Professional Development: An Australian and NSW context
Since the introduction of the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership
(AITSL) teaching standards (the Standards) (AITSL, 2011), teachers have been made more
accountable for their professional learning. The Standards make explicit the elements of highquality teaching that will improve educational outcomes for students (AITSL, 2011). The
Standards recognise the importance of improving teaching practice as a means of improving
outcomes for students, acknowledging that this focus needs to infuse any approach to teacher
development (AITSL, 2011). Professional engagement is featured as a key element of quality
teaching in The Standards. Teachers are required to model effective learning by identifying
their own learning needs and analyse, evaluate and expand their professional learning, both
collegially and individually (AITSL, 2011).
From January 2018, all teachers will need to be accredited to continue, return to, or start
teaching in an NSW school. This will be regulated by the NSW Education Standards
Authority (NESA). As such, all teachers will be required to provide evidence of practice
against The Standards for registration at the proficient career stage (NESA, 2019). Teachers
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will be held accountable for their engagement in their professional learning; they will be
required to show how they have improved their teaching practice and how they have applied
their professional learning to improve student learning (AITSL, 2014; NESA, 2019).
Teachers will need to complete a specified number of registered PD hours to achieve and
maintain their accreditation (NESA, Nd). The value and necessity for continued PD for all
teachers is not only evident but mandated.
AITSL, in collaboration with key education stakeholders, developed the ‘Australian Charter
for the Professional Learning of Teachers and School Leaders’ (The Charter) (AITSL, 2012).
The Charter describes the importance and characteristics of high-quality professional learning
in improving teacher and school leader practice and articulates the expectations for all
teachers and school leaders to actively engage in continued professional learning (AITSL,
2012). The Charter reinforces the importance of a professional learning culture,
acknowledging that “professional learning is most effective when it takes place within a
culture where teachers and school leaders expect and are expected to be active learners, to
reflect on, receive feedback on and improve their pedagogical practice, and by doing so to
improve student outcomes” (AITSL, 2012, p.3). It recognises that professional learning is
effective if all levels of the education system – teachers, school leaders, system leaders and
policymakers share the responsibility for learning. The Charter identifies some characteristics
of high-quality professional learning. It claims, “Professional learning will be most effective
when it is relevant, collaborative and future focused, and when it supports teachers to reflect
on, question and consciously improve their practice (AITSL, 2012, P.4).

Professional Development in Physical Education
There is a growing body of literature concerning the CPD of PE teachers. In the Physical
Education Teacher Education (PETE) context, Macphail (2011) considers professional
learning as a PE teacher educator; researching pre-service teachers’ professional learning. In
a secondary PE context, Attard and Armour (2006) explore the process of critical reflection
as a professional development tool with early-career PE teachers; whilst Coulter and Woods
(2012) focus on the Primary context, examining Primary teachers’ experience of a physical
education professional development programme. Bechtel and O’Sullivan (2006) contribute to
the theoretical understanding of PD and present some of the key findings that have impacted
physical educators as they participated in PD programs. The longitudinal research conducted
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by Armour and her colleagues (see: Armour & Yelling, 2004, 2007; Armour, Makopoulou &
Chambers, 2012; Makopoulou & Armour, 2011) looks at continuing professional
development (CPD) in PE, with an emphasis on the progression of teachers’ career-long
professional learning.
As with the broader PD literature, the PE PD literature is fraught with concern regarding the
nature and quality of PE PD provision (Armour & Yelling, 2004, 2007; Armour,
Makopoulou & Chambers, 2012) and the current state of PD available for PE teachers, with a
call for greater commitments to designing professional development (PD) opportunities for
practicing teachers (Bechtel & O’Sullivan, 2006). These concerns echo those expressed in the
wider PD literature (Borko, 2004; Day, 2004; Fishman, Marx, Best & Tal, 2003).
Significant research focusing on PD opportunities within PE reported that current forms of
lack depth and challenge (Armour & Yelling, 2007) and provided little coherence or
progression (Armour & Yelling, 2004), deeming them ‘insufficient’ and ‘inadequate’ in
supporting teachers and facilitating change to current practice. Teachers identified a number
of key concerns about PE PD, including the availability of funding, the cost and quality of
teacher replacement, and problems associated with time (e.g., lack of time and a dislike of
giving up personal time (Armour & Yelling 2007). Furthermore, evidence suggests a gap
exists between what PE teachers wanted and need to know and what is available and that
teachers’ learning lacked progression over time (Armour & Yelling, 2004).
It is clear that PE PD activities, along with PD opportunities in the wider educational domain
are in need of continued inquiry; particularly, if they are to have any significant impact on
practice and subsequently improve the quality and standards of students learning (Armour &
Yelling, 2007; Day, 2004; Fishman et al., 2003). Change is required to teacher professional
learning (TPL), if there is to be a significant impact on practice and subsequently improve the
quality and standards of teaching practice and students learning (Armour, 2010; Armour &
Yelling, 2007; Day, 2004; Fishman et al., 2003). However, designing effective PD
opportunities for teachers in PE (and other learning areas) is a difficult task (Armour &
Yelling, 2004; Bechtel & O’Sullivan, 2006). The research calls for alternative models of
CPD that favour a social constructivist perspective (Behets & Vergauwen, 2006; Kirk &
Macdonald, 1998), where teachers are encouraged to participate in inquiry and research to
facilitate their engagement in reform and improvement (Casey, 2010; Groundwater-Smith &
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Sachs, 2002). Furthermore, PD opportunities need to provide opportunities for teachers to
engage in critical discussion about their ideas with peers, ensuring that teachers knowledge of
the subject matter, of teaching and learning, and their students is shared and valued, where
teachers can “admit deficits without being considered deficient” (Bechtel & O’Sullivan,
2006, P.378).
It is argued that high-quality PD must address the needs of teachers and the contexts of their
teaching lives, providing coherence and relevance (Armour & Yelling, 2004; Bechtel &
O’Sullivan, 2006). Challenging and intellectually stimulating work that drives their thinking
and critiquing what and why they teach and deliver physical education as they do must also
be provided (Bechtel & O’Sullivan, 2006). Armour and Yelling (2007) argue, “traditional
relationship between teachers and CPD provision needs to be altered such that teachers in
their professional learning communities or networks play a leading role” (p. 193). Evidently,
the standard of PD needs to be improved in order to improve teaching practice and hopefully
increase student achievement.

Professional Development and Game Centred Approaches
Game Centred Approaches (GCAs) provide teachers with the means of delivering quality
teaching and learning, whilst enhancing student learning outcomes in PE (Forrest, Wright, &
Pearson, 2012; Light, 2014; Light, Curry, Mooney, 2014; Light & Fawns, 2003; Pearson,
Webb, Mckeen, 2006). However, despite the potential of GCAs to improve the quality of
teaching and learning in PE and its positive correlation to the analytical frameworks
associated with quality teaching (Forrest, Wright, &Pearson, 2012) there is little evidence
that GCA theory has penetrated practice or GCAs being adopted in teaching practice (Webb,
Pearson and McKeen, 2005). Teachers attempting to implement GCAs have been offered
little support and even faced ridicule and hostility in PE settings, where teachers often revert
to more traditional pedagogy (Brooker, Kirk, Braiuka, & Bransgrove, 2000; Forrest, Wright,
& Pearson, 2012; Light, 2014; Light & Georgakis 2005). There appears to be little research
concerned with supporting teachers, particularly in-service teachers, in implementing GCAs.
More specifically, there are limited studies that provide “any discussion relating to the use
(and effectiveness) of GCAs in a professional development programme for in-service
teachers” (Harvey & Jarrett, 2013, p. 16). The scarcity of literature in this area highlights the
research gap in which this study intends to address.
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Although focused on pre-service teachers, significant studies that contribute to the PD and
GCAs literature are the studies of Nash (2009) and Wang and Ha (2009, 2012b, 2012c,
2013). Nash (2009) used Participatory Action Research (PAR) to explore the experiences of
pre-service teachers engaged in a community of practice to support their delivery of TGfU.
The findings of the study reported the successes experienced by the primary generalist
teachers as a result of engaging in using a community of practice. Nash (2009) reports that
the CoPs helped to develop the teachers’ conceptual understandings of TGfU and selfconfidence, which led to improvements in their communication skills and behaviour
management strategies.
Wang and Ha (2009) examined pre-service physical education (PE) teachers’ perception of
Teaching Games for Understanding (TGfU) in Hong Kong. The findings were positive with
the pre-service teachers identifying many strengths of using TGfU, including enhanced
engagement, fostering intellectual development and inclusivity. Although, limitations of
TGfU were also identified, with participants reporting the increased preparation involved in
TGfU lessons, requiring more time and effort. Wang and Ha (2009) make suggestions for
improving the TGfU professional development programme and collaboration between preand in-service teachers. In later research, Wang and Ha (2012b) researched the factors
influencing pre-service teachers’ perceptions of TGfU, identifying individual factors such as
game knowledge, teacher beliefs, learning and teaching experience and social factors
including government policy, teacher support and professional culture as key influences in
pre-service teachers’ perception of TGfU. In another study exploring the mentoring of 10
pre-service teachers implementing a TGfU approach, Wang and Ha (2012c) showed that the
pre-service teachers’ support was limited by their cooperating teachers’ lack of knowledge of
TGfU. However, they suggested that such mentoring programme have the potential to be
more beneficial for the professional growth of in-service cooperating teachers as they extend
their understanding of developments in GCAs intervention options.
Following this research, Wang and Ha (2013) examined the views, learning experiences, and
understandings of pre-service PE teachers, cooperating teachers, and university supervisors
of TGfU. Their findings reported the teachers’ positive views on TGfU with pre-service
teachers and university supervisors identified TGfU’s capacity to enhance enjoyment and
cater for different ability levels. Whilst, cooperating teachers perceived benefits of increased
physical activity and skills acquisition of students. Despite the teachers’ advocating for the
implementation of TGfU, they identified the challenges during the process, including limited
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space, short class time, and the unwillingness of teachers to change.
More recently, Miller, Eather, Gray, Sproule, Williams, Gore, and Lubans (2017) examine
the efficacy of a 5-week CPD invention in facilitating change to the teaching practice of
Primary Teachers when implementing GCAs. Their CPD intervention provided a
combination of CPD strategies, including information sessions and in-class mentoring. The
findings showed that the CPD was efficacious in improving the quality of PE teaching among
generalist primary school teachers, showing that well-designed CPD can achieve changes in
teaching practice. Notably, the findings demonstrated that teaching using GCAs enhanced the
quality of the teaching and learning experiences and promoted a broad range of student
outcomes improvements in game-play outcomes, in-class physical activity and Fundamental
Movement Skills (FMS) were demonstrated. Importantly, this study provides a rationale for
CPD that is focused on understanding the complexity of teaching that promotes high-quality
pedagogy, rather than focusing on teaching for a narrow range of outcomes.
It is argued that relatively short induction periods provided for GCAs, have provided limited
support and fail to develop the sufficient pedagogical skills or the content knowledge they
require to teach using GCAs (Harvey & Jarret, 2013). Similarly. Physical Education Teacher
Education (PETE) courses reflecting a traditional approach or providing practical subjects
that consist of coaching accreditation courses in individual sports, do little to prepare teachers
for implementing GCAs (Pearson, Webb, & McKeen, 2005). Harvey and Jarret (2013)
supported by Light (2008), conclude that “additional GCAs induction and development
measures are required… with the underpinning development of constructivist and autonomysupporting pedagogies at its core” (p.13).
These findings suggest that there needs to be more support in PETE programmes and coach
education, and within the PD of newly qualified and in-service teachers. As such, it can be
assumed that teachers need more effective PD if they are to be supported in implementing
GCAs that will provide high-quality learning for their students. This evident need for PD
identifies a gap for this study to propose an effective model of PD that will support teachers
to shift their practice to game centred pedagogy.
These concerns regarding the current provision of support to develop GCA pedagogy and
content knowledge echoes the concerns voiced in the wider PE PD literature. The literature
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asserts that traditional forms of teacher PD, characterised by one day, one-off, off-site
workshops, with homogenised learning are inadequate and ineffective in supporting teachers
to learn in ways that can enhance practice (Armour & Makopoulou, 2011; Armour & Yelling,
2004; Armour & Yelling, 2007; Casey, 2012). It could be argued that teachers need better
support if they are going to implement GCAs effectively, particularly if they are to address
these difficulties and overcome these pedagogical and conceptual barriers that prevent them
from implementing GCAs.
Moving forward, Harvey and Jarrett (2013) make recommendations for future research
looking to support teachers in implementing GCAs and foster the development of GCAs use,
to explore the use of active CoPs as highlighted by Nash (2009). Moreover, they guide future
research to make use of mentoring programmes involving pre-service and in-service teachers,
like the initiative used by Wang and Ha (2012c). This study considers the recommendations
by Harvey and Jarrett (2013) and proposes to use and expand on the research by Nash (2009)
and Wand and Ha (2012b, 2012c, 2013).
As previously outlined, there appears to be limited research regarding in-service teachers;
particularly regarding their perceptions of implementing GCAs and the professional
development of in-service teachers. Interestingly, Butler (2005) identifies old dogs’ or
experienced, in-service teachers as key players in facilitating change, advocating them as the
‘gatekeepers to innovation’ (p.226). She suggests they play a key role in shifting pedagogy in
schools and bridging the ‘chasm between theory and practice’ (Butler, 2006, p.228). If
supported, in-service teachers could have the potential to bridge this disconnect and translate
the GCAs theory into practice. It could be contested that there needs to be more effective
professional learning opportunities to support in-service teachers in implementing GCAs,
particularly as PD opportunities are critical mechanisms to facilitate teacher learning (Bechtel
& O’Sullivan, 2006). Considering this dearth of research with in-service teachers, this
research seeks to work with in-service, experienced teachers, whilst seeking to understand
how best to support them in their implementation of GCAs.
Action Research
Kurt Lewin pioneered action research in the mid-1940s. Lewin (1946) argued, to “understand
and change certain social practices, social scientists have to include practitioners from the
real social world in all phases of inquiry” (McKernan, 1991, p.10). Lewin (1946) describes
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action research as “a spiral of steps, each of which is composed of a circle of planning, action
and fact-finding about the result of the action” (p.38). The first order action research,
according to Elliot (1991), is the study of a social situation with a view of improving the
quality of professional action within it, while the objective of the second-order action
research encompasses educational research. As such, in an educational context, AR is an
educational research strategy that was developed during the ‘teacher as a researcher’
movement (Stenhouse, 1975). ‘Teacher as researcher’ (Stenhouse, 1975) encourages teachers
to develop their professional learning from their own professional experiences. David
Hargreaves (1996) has presented the case for, among other substantial changes, greater
involvement of teachers as practitioners in the research process, to establish a reliable,
evidence-base of what ‘teachers do in classrooms’ (p. 7).
Action research is consistent with the constructivist movement in education; it assumes that
individuals learn best when they are given responsibility for developing their own knowledge
and understanding (Gall & Vojtek, 1994). AR actively involves teachers in their own
educational process, where they explore their own practice to understand better how they can
support students’ learning. It puts the “teacher at the centre of the professional development
process” (Gould, 2008, p. 5), leading to self-understanding, professional growth, and political
change (Noffke & Stevenson, 1985). Moreover, Griffin, Brooker and Patton (2005) advocate
“field-based research needs to be an essential part of good development work thus leading us
toward research-based practice (p. 213).
The ‘products’ of AR generally include the generation of knowledge about teaching and
learning, increased understanding of practice, and improvements in teaching and learning
(Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988). As Sagor (2000) suggests, “The primary reason for engaging
in action research is to assist the actor in improving or refining his or her actions” (p.134).
Gall and Vojtek (1994) suggest that AR as a PD model requires teachers to do their own
research within their immediate work setting; testing to test new ideas or answer questions
they have posed. They state, “action research is more systematic than trial and error because
it draws on methods used in scientific research” (p. 32). Additionally, Hargreaves (1994)
highlights action research as having a more effective role in advancing the professional
quality and standing of teachers.
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Action Research as Professional Development
The teacher PD literature has shown a trend for action research, exposing the implementation
of AR as a tool for improving professional practice in schools. Action Research adopts a
‘bottom-up- approach view of teacher development, empowering teachers as ‘generators od
professional knowledge’ as opposed to being mere recipients of someone else’s knowledge
(Burns, 2000). Much of the work of David Hargreaves (2012) on self-improving school
systems, advocates action research (or joint practice development) as part of his PD model in
schools. In other subject areas, Chou (2011) investigated a group of in-service elementary
English teachers’ learning to do action research when they were involved in a professional
learning community. Their research reports the extent to which action research is an effective
approach concerning teachers’ PD.
Similarly, Action research was an integral component of Çorlu and Çorlu’s (2012) PD model
when studying prospective physics teachers in Turkey. They accredit the successful PD of
their student teachers to two common learning strategies, action research and learning cycle.
Çorlu and Çorlu (2012) report the improvements in student teachers’ teaching skills and
strategies, including a range of secondary skills concurrently developed through action
research cycles such as (i) Laboratory management skills, (ii) presentation skills, (iii) skills to
increase student participation, (iv) time management, (v) safety procedures, (vi) questioning
techniques.
The notion of teachers as active, social learners, working in communities of practice and
situated in their own school context, is consistent with the notion of AR and ‘teaching as
inquiry’ involving teachers in cyclic processes that pose questions about the impact of
teaching on student learning (Crocket, 2002, Ermeling, 2012). The assumption underpinning
this research was that as teachers developed a better understanding of their teaching practice
as a result of being part of the action research process, they would be better able to improve
their practice, which in turn would support students in achieving better outcomes. AR, or
insider research methodologies have been used in many educational settings (see Kemmis &
McTaggart, 1982), including PE (see Tinning, Macdonald, Tregenza, & Bousted, 1996).

Action Research and Physical Education
Despite an initial lack of exposure of Action Research in PE and a dearth of literature in early
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PE research, suggesting action research has made little impact in the field of PE (Casey &
Dyson, 2009; Casey, Dyson, Campbell, 2009; Tinning, 1992); it appears that Action
Research is finally gaining credibility within the field of both PE and TPL. Kirk (1995)
identifies action research as a strategy for improving teaching and learning in PE. Some
physical educators in teacher education who use, or advocate action research methods include
Baker and Stanley (1994), Gore (1991), Casey (2012a, 2012b), Casey and Dyson (2009),
Casey, Dyson and Campbell (2009), Kirk (1983, 1995), Lawson (1991), Martinek and Butt
(1988), Sparkes (1991), and Tinning (1987, 1992).
The work of Kathy Armour and her colleagues exploring the career-long professional
learning of PE teachers (see: Armour and Makopoulou, 2011, 2012; Armour, Makopoulou &
Chambers, 2012; Armour and Yelling, 2007, 2004) has extensively contributed to the AR
literature. Significantly, Armour and Yelling’s (2004) study into the effective provision of
PD with a cohort of teachers as part of a master’s program study, reports the valuable role
action research has in teacher change and development.
Additionally, Ashley Casey and his growing body of research (see Casey, 2012a, Casey,
2012b; Casey & Dyson, 2009; Casey, Dyson & Campbell, 2009) has made a significant
contribution to the field of action research in Physical Education. Casey (2012a) reports a
self-study of pedagogical and curricular change through reflective practice and ‘insider’
action research, showing action research as a tool for positioning the practitioner in the
‘betweenness’ of theory and practice. In his article exploring the current demands placed on
teachers to engage in year-on-year CPD as a means of showing their ongoing competence to
teach; Casey (2012b) recognises the opportunity presented by CPD to raise teachers’
awareness of the potential benefits of educational research findings. Casey (2012b) highlights
the significant role practitioner research such as action research must play in the ability of
CPD programmes to stimulate reflection and professionalism, rather than merely serving as
places where teachers can access new units of work.
Action Research and Game Centred Approaches
Len Almond (in Bunker, Thorpe, & Almond, 1986) pioneered the use of action research in
PE and GCAs with his work using the TGfU model. In ‘Rethinking Games Teaching’
(Bunker, Thorpe, & Almond, 1986), Almond encouraged teacher involvement in educational
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research, advocating action research for its potential to enable teachers to learn more about
their pupils, their teaching and games. Later, Hopper (1996) used action research to support
student teachers learning to teach PE using TGfU, in a community based after school games
program. The practical AR process allowed the student teachers to “free themselves of the
didactic teaching they had experienced in physical education” (Hopper, 1996, p.23) and
supported them to develop practical knowledge of teaching games, to teach using TGfU
effectively.
In later work, Gubacs-Collins (2007) used action research to examine the implementation of
a tactical approach to teaching tennis in a pre-service teacher education setting; describing the
first action research cycle of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting on the
implementation of a tactical approach to teaching games. Her results provided detailed
insight into the lessons learned as a teacher educator when implementing game centred
pedagogy and as a researcher using action research. Interestingly, Gubacs-Collins (2007)
reported the rewards for herself and her students using a tactical games approach and action
research; claiming the “in-depth reflective experience brought me closer to my students both
as a professional and as a fellow teacher” (p.123). The collaborative nature of action research
was a motivator for all parties, especially for her.
Notably, Gubacs-Collins (2007) reports the feelings of becoming a novice teacher again
when using the tactical model for teaching games and shares the struggles between longstanding habits of traditional thought and practice and the different thinking and practices
required by a tactical approach. However, she confirms that these struggles can be overcome,
and a tactical model can provide improved tactical knowledge and increased interest and
excitement for both the teacher and students. This research of Gubacs-Collins (2007)
supports action research as a framework for improving practice when integrating GCAs.
However, it is still concerned with PE Teacher Education rather than in-service teachers. This
study provides an investigation that concerns in-service teachers, an area where there appears
to be a research gap.
Casey and Dyson (2009) also used action research as a framework to investigate cooperative
learning and tactical games as instructional models in PE. The study followed Casey, an
experienced teacher/researcher’s reflexive introspection when implementing a hybrid model
of TGfU and Cooperative Learning (CL). Casey took on the role of a first-person action
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researcher and engaged the participants in the role of action research. Interestingly, Casey
and Dyson’s (2009) results echoed those of Gubacs-Collins (2007), reporting the need to
relearn the sport from a new perspective in order to teach using this hybrid model. Casey and
Dyson (2009) advocate the use of action research, suggesting, “Action research is a way to
problematize teaching and seek to better understand both the issues involved and the ways to
improve one’s practice of teaching” (p.188).
Nash (2009) used Participatory Action Research (PAR) to explore the experiences of preservice teachers engaged in a community of practice to support their delivery of TGfU.
Again, this research focused on pre-service teachers. However, the results go some way to
supporting how pedagogic practice can be developed through cultivating a community of
practice using PAR. The PAR allowed pre-service teachers to work quickly to solve common
problems that were appearing across the community and to develop a sound understanding of
the TGfU model and how it can be used to enhance pupils’ experience of PE lessons.
In their review of the GCAs literature, Harvey and Jarret (2013) recommended that GCAs
research should continue its expansion using research designs and data collection techniques
that aid the examination of different philosophical understandings of GCAs. They suggest
that action research, through its in-depth, situated analysis, provides a means of meeting this
recommendation. Moreover, Harvey and Jarret (2013) endorse further research into the
optimal length of GCAs induction and training for pre-service and in-service teachers and
coaches. Indeed, there is a need for more research concerning in-service teachers since the
research is mostly concerned with pre-service teachers. Through action research, this research
study has the potential to explore both recommendations, with its specific focus on in-service
TPL.
Productive Pedagogies and Game Centred Approaches
The concept of Productive Pedagogies is a key feature in contemporary educational practice,
particularly concerning improving the quality of teaching and learning. Research into
Productive Pedagogies claims that quality teaching can improve outcomes for all students,
where good teachers make the greatest difference to student outcomes (Hayes et al., 2006).
Links between the Productive Pedagogies framework and teacher PD can be seen, where
transparent pedagogy is encouraged; a common language is provided, allowing teachers to
plan, describe, monitor and critically reflect on teaching (Bowes & Tinning, 2015). This
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common language enables teachers to “...engage in substantive professional dialogue of the
sort that improves their classroom practices” (Hayes et al., 2006, p. 6). Similarly, the
principles of GCAs align with the instructional practice described by the Productive
Pedagogies framework, providing quality learning experiences for students when teaching
games in PE.
The literature on Productive Pedagogies has emerged from the work on Authentic Pedagogy
by Newmann and Associates (1996) and reform initiatives in Queensland schools within
Australia, commissioned by the state’s Department of Education and Training (DET)
(Queensland Schools Reform Longitudinal Study [QSLRS], 2001; Hayes et al., 2006).
Classroom practice was observed and coded to explore what forms of practice contribute to
more equitable and increased outcomes for all students, identifying what makes for quality
teaching and learning. This body of work later informed Hayes et al.’s (2006) work that
interrelates Productive Assessment and Productive Performance (see: Teachers and
Schooling: Making a Difference; Hayes et al., 2006).
Productive Pedagogies reflect the broader contemporary educational context that “values
higher-order thinking, critical inquiry and improving educational outcomes for students
through the conceptualisation of these three concepts in school classrooms” (Bowes &
Tinning, p.96). The notion of Productive Pedagogies is underpinned by learning theory,
critical literacy, critical and curriculum theory (Mills et al., 2009). These theories represent a
shift in how students learn, providing an elaborated and extensive engagement with pedagogy
from various psychologically and sociologically informed perspectives (Sellar & Cormack,
2007).
Productive Pedagogies focus on using 20 pedagogical elements, aligned under four
pedagogical dimensions: intellectual quality, connectedness, supportive classroom
environment, and working with and valuing difference to improve educational outcomes for
students (Hayes et al., 2006, p. 35). The Productive Pedagogies framework emphasises the
full range of domains from individual cognitive processes through constructivist
epistemologies to classroom environment and engagement with social-structural issues that
impede certain student groups from succeeding within the mainstream curriculum (Sellar &
Cormack, 2007).
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This Productive Pedagogies framework later informed the NSW Department of Education
and Training, Quality Teaching Framework (QTF), which presented a model of pedagogy to
be incorporated in all teaching and learning programs in all NSW Department of Education
schools,
to ensure that quality education is being provided throughout the school and as a
means of providing staff with a platform for critical reflection and analysis of
current teaching practice and used to guide planning of classroom and assessment
practices
(NSW, Department of Education, 2008).
The NSW Quality Teaching Framework (QTF) (NSW DEC, 2003) draws similarities to the
model of Productive Pedagogies, highlighting 18 pedagogical elements collected under three
dimensions of pedagogy: intellectual quality, quality learning environment and significance
have been linked to improved student outcomes. The QTF provides a lens through which
teachers can evaluate the quality of their teaching practice across school settings, stages of
learning and different key learning areas, enabling teachers to develop a deep understanding
of what constitutes quality in teaching (Collins, 2017).
Despite the Productive Pedagogies framework being widely adopted in Australia and
internationally, both as a research tool and metalanguage to support teachers to critically
reflect on their practice (Mills, Goos, Keddie, Honan, Pendergast, Gilbert, Nichols,
Renshaw & Wright, 2009), the framework has all but disappeared in Queensland schools,
with Marzano and Kendall’s (2007) Taxonomy of Educational Objectives underpinning
Queensland’s Curriculum & Assessment Authority’s design of the new syllabi. Even with the
introduction of the Australian Curriculum, there does not appear to be a common framework
for pedagogy in place in Australian schools. Contrarily, the NSW Quality Teaching
Framework is still used and institutionally endorsed in the NSW Department of Education
schools. This traction can be attributed to the University of Newcastle’s Quality teaching
rounds (QTR) approach to professional development. The QTR approach combines ideas of
‘rounds’, Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) and the Quality Teaching framework to
build teachers’ capacity to improve teaching quality and student outcomes (see Gore, Lloyd,
Smith, Bowe, Ellis, Lubans, 2017; Gore & Rickards, 2020; Gore & Rosser, 2019; Miller,
Gore, Wallington, Harris, Prieto-Rodriguez & Smith, 2019).
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In Physical Education (PE), the concepts of Productive Pedagogies and the dimensions of the
Quality Teaching Framework (NSW, DET, 2003) can be achieved through the
implementation of Game Centred Approaches (GCAs). Curry (2012) argues that GCAs
provide the basis of high-quality pedagogy in PE beyond the teaching of games. Research
linking GCAs to quality teaching in Physical Education (PE) (see: Light, 2014; Light, Curry,
Mooney, 2014; Light & Fawns, 2003; Pearson, Webb, Mckeen, 2006), highlights the
capacity of GCAs to enhance quality teaching of games and address elements such as deep
understanding, higher-order thinking, student direction and inclusivity. GCAs provide an
ideal means through which PDHPE teachers in NSW can address the NSW Quality Teaching
Framework when teaching games and sport, providing high-quality learning experiences for
students and making PE a truly valuable educational experience in NSW schools (Pearson,
Webb & McKeen, 2005; Curry & Light, 2007).
Light and Fawns (2003) argue that GCAs offer a means for bringing PE into the mainstream
school curriculum by offering the ideal holistic learning experience that simultaneously
provides for cognitive, affective, social, and physical learning. These approaches are more
enjoyable for both teachers and students and the pressure of skill and technique focused PE is
removed which gives non-specialists the confidence to provide a variety of experiences and
allows them to integrate other concepts (Curry, 2012, Light, 2012).
Clear parallels can be drawn between the instructional practices promoted in the Productive
Pedagogies’ literature and those underpinning GCAs. The research surrounding Productive
Pedagogies aligns with the shift towards adopting more student-centred, inquiry-based
approaches in the classroom. Games-based pedagogy is underpinned by constructivist
learning theory with beliefs in student-centred learning approaches. In GCAs, skills are learnt
through the context of a game, which allows the skill to become more meaningful and
authentic since it is being learned in the correct context. Many researchers have aligned
GCAs with constructivist and situated-learning theory (see Butler, 1997; Kirk & Macdonald,
1998; Kirk & MacPhail 2002; Light, 2002; Light & Fawn, 2002). Learning in GCAs takes
place in authentic conditions, where the learner is actively engaged in problem solving and
decision-making, through modified gameplay and game progression and the use of questions,
discussions and reflection. Indeed, linking GCAs with constructivism seems to add weight to
the argument to shift pedagogy to more game-centric practice.
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Background to GCAs
Game Centred Approaches (GCAs) are not a new concept in PE. Bunker and Thorpe (1982)
initiated the GCA dialogue with the introduction of the Teaching Games for Understanding
(TGfU) ‘curriculum model’ over 30 years ago. Bunker and Thorpe (1982, 1989) and later
Thorpe, Bunker, and Almond (1984) expressed their concern that students taught with a
technical approach, focused on technique development, experienced little success, showed
little understanding about games, and demonstrated inflexible techniques and poor decisionmaking. In their initial review of the GCA literature, Oslin and Mitchell (2006) summarise
the failings of traditional approaches to teaching games, highlighting the low self-efficacy,
low self-perception of students’ movement abilities and the disengagement, particularly of
inexperienced students.
The TGfU Curriculum model shifted the emphasis in the teaching of games, to the tactical
considerations as opposed to focusing on specific motor responses (techniques). The adoption
of game-centred practice represents a shift in pedagogy from traditional practice, focused on
technique and governed by skill practice, to teaching that is more student-centred and
learning that is more contextualized and situated, for example, small-sided, modified games.
In their TGfU model, Bunker and Thorpe (1982) embedded four pedagogical principles (i.e.,
sampling, modification-representation, modification-exaggeration, and tactical complexity) to
assist teachers in creating appropriate learning activities. Similarly, modifications can include
adapting equipment, playing areas, mobility of players or rules to constrain or guide learners
toward solving a tactical problem, such as how to maintain possession of a ball as a team or
how to defend against dribbling opponents. Progressions for GCAs lessons and activities
need to consider individual learners needs, as in a student-centred approach.
Many researchers have scrutinised the original model, reconceptualising it and developing
alternatives. Since the introduction of TGFU in 1982, there have been many derivatives
building on the work of Bunker and Thorpe. The most prominent GCAs acknowledged in the
literature are play practice (PP), (Launder, 2001); Game Sense (GS), (Light, 2004) and the
tactical games model (TGM), (Mitchell, Oslin, and Griffin, 2006). These approaches are all
unified around the premise that the best way to teach students to understand games is through
the context of small-sided and modified games. The consensus amongst these approaches is
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that students learn best through situated learning experiences, where the teacher uses a range
of pedagogical tools to reduce the complexity of the game or to exaggerate tactical elements
of a game by using modified game forms.
Much of the literature surrounding these approaches report a range of quality outcomes for
the learner as a result of game-centred pedagogy. Research has reported the potential of
GCAs to enhance participant motivation (Evans & Light, 2008; Mandigo, Holt, Anderson &
Sheppard, 2008), and engagement (Pearson, Webb, McKeen, 2005; Wright, McNeill, and
Fry, 2009). The literature has also showed the potential of GCAs to improve tactical transfer
between sports (Hastie & Curtner-Smith 2006; Memmert & Harvey, 2010; Memmert & Roth,
2007), promote the development of tactical knowledge (Butler, 1997; Gréhaigne, Godbout &
Bouthier, 1999; Griffin, Mitchell & Oslin, 1995; Rovegno, Nevett & Babiarz, 2001) and
develop effective decision-makers (Díaz-Cueto, Hernández-Álvarez & Castejón, 2010).
Researchers have compared both technical and tactical approaches to teaching games and
reported GCAs potential to develop tactical knowledge and performance (Martinek & Turner,
1997).
Stolz and Pill (2013) criticize these competing descriptions of TGfU in the PE literature,
suggesting they complicate the understanding of the approach and its practical
implementation. Similarly, Rossi, Fry, McNeill, and Tan (2007) suggest the many forms of
GCAs have led to confusion between models, which may account for the difficulties teachers
express with their implementation. Although, as Mitchell (2005) emphasises, there are
similarities and differences between each of the GCAs derivatives, but ultimately, they are
same ‘paths up the same mountain’.
As with productive pedagogies, the role of the teacher is pivotal in supporting student
learning when implementing GCAs. GCAs require the role of the teacher to change to
accommodate the changed focus of learning, where teachers adopt the role of a facilitator,
placing the learner at the centre of the learning experience (Butler, 2006; Griffin & Butler,
2005;). Dyson, Griffin and Hastie (2004) suggest, “the teacher purposefully shifts
responsibility to the student engaged in authentic, meaningful, & learning tasks” (p. 226).
This transformation in the teaching role places great pedagogical and conceptual demands on
the teacher (Casey & Dyson, 2009; Dudley & Baxter, 2009; Light & Georgakis, 2005) and
requires considerable pedagogical skill and a deep understanding of games (Light &
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Georgakis, 2005; Turner, 2005). Kirk (2005) asserts, “TGfU is more demanding of teachers’
pedagogical content knowledge and subject matter knowledge than is the traditional
approach” (p.215). Chow, Davids, Button, Shuttleworth, Renshaw and Araujo (2007)
suggest, “The challenge for teachers is not just to understand how to manipulate constraints
but to identify the key individual constraints that can be presented to students to encourage
learning” (p. 273). The teacher is required to identify teachable moments within the game and
facilitate learning with timely and appropriate questions, through selecting appropriate game
forms that develop game understanding (Chandler, 1996; Howarth, 2005; Light & Georgakis,
2005; Turner, 2005). This requires the appropriate manipulation of task constraints, allowing
all learners success in the game, where suitable modifications to the game are made to
generate meaningful play (Mitchell, Oslin, & Griffin, 2005).
In GCAs, the teacher is required to stand back and facilitate the learning through their
creation of developmentally appropriate learning environments; they are then required to
modify the game further to ensure progression. Teachers are required to create a puzzle to be
solved and provide problems for the student to answer. The difficulty for the teacher is to
identify “where the problems lies in regard to students understanding and to elucidate the
obstacles to constructing efficient responses to particular tactical problems” (Butler &
Griffin, 2005, p.22). Butler and Griffin (2005) explain, “much more research and
development work is needed to understand how to facilitate the development of game
knowledge” (p.13). This study aims to address this need, through exploring what teachers
need in order to ensure quality-learning outcomes, when teaching games.

Significance of GCAs in Physical Education in Australia and NSW
Recently, the education sector in Australia has moved towards a national approach to
education, developing and implementing the first Australian National Curriculum. For the
first time, students have access to the same content, and their achievements can be judged
against consistent national standards. The Australian Curriculum and Assessment and
Reporting Authority (ACARA) were responsible for developing the Foundation – Year 10
Australian Curriculum in HPE, where education ministers endorsed it in September 2015.
Implementation of the Australian Curriculum is the responsibility of states and territories. In
NSW, the NSW Education Standards Authority (NESA) is responsible for developing
syllabuses for NSW schools. The new NSW syllabus PDHPE syllabus was released in 2018
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with the desired implementation in all NSW schools from Kindergarten to Year 10 in 2020.
The new Foundation to Year 10 (F-10) Australian National Curriculum for Health and
Physical Education (HPE) features links to GCAs through its emphasis on students’
acquisition of skills, concepts and strategic awareness, the development of communication,
decision-making and goal-setting skills and the appraisal of performance (ACARA, 2012).
Similar links are found in the 2018 NSW PDHPE syllabus (NESA, 2018), where students are
expected to apply and transfer movement skills, identify appropriate strategies and tactics,
and solve increasingly complex movement challenges.
In support of the new F-10 National Curriculum for HPE and the 2018 NSW PDHPE
syllabus, the NSW DEC has developed and published the K-10 Physical Literacy
Continuum for use in NSW Government schools (NSW, DEC, 2014). The Physical Literacy
Continuum maps the learning pathway, growth or development of a typical student. The
knowledge, understandings, skills and attitudes regarded as ‘critical to life-long participation
in and enjoyment of physical activity’ (NSW, DEC 2014) outlined in the PL continuum, are
consistent with that of philosophical underpinnings of GCAs. Game-centred pedagogy is
embedded in the ‘tactical movement’ and ‘movement competencies’ aspects of the
continuum; where ‘thinking in action’, ‘knowledge of physical activity contexts’ and the
development of a combination of movement skills in a variety of physical activity setting, are
all featured.
Implementation issues with GCAs
Whilst Game Centred Approaches have become a prominent and prevalent feature within
research, it is argued that their impact within the practices of PE has yet to be fully realised
and achieved (Pearson, Webb & McKeen, 2005; Stolz & Pill, 2013). Research suggests that
GCAs are not as widely accepted by PE teachers, as they are by academics (Almond, 2010),
illustrating the “disparity between researcher as theory generator and teacher practitioner as
theory appliers” (Stolz & Pill, 2013, p.1). Forrest, Webb and Pearson (2006) argue, GCAs are
yet to make a significant impact upon teaching in NSW.
GCA theory has been limited in its capacity to penetrate practice; it has made an insufficient
impact to transform the teaching of games within PE (Forrest, Webb & Pearson, 2006;
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Pearson, Webb & McKeen, 2005; Stolz & Pill, 2013). It appears that there is an evident
disconnect between what is suggested in theory and what is done in practice (Light, 2013;
Stolz & Pill, 2013). Traditional approaches to PE still dominate teaching practice in
Australian schools (Kirk, 2010; Pearson, Webb, & McKeen, 2005). Entrenched mindsets and
exposure to more traditional approaches to learning (Light & Georgakis 2007), effects of
culture (Light & Tan 2006) and problems with high-level questioning (e.g. McNeill, Fry,
Wright, Tan, Tan & Schempp, 2008) have all been attributed to the evident lack of uptake of
GCAs. Traditional methods, characterised by linear, performance-based teaching practice
with skill-drills and technique practice prevail. The concern is that these prevailing
pedagogical approaches continue to marginalise and alienate students and are insufficient in
achieving worthwhile educational outcomes for students (Cothran 2001; Ennis, 1999; Kirk &
MacDonald, 1998; Light & Georgakis, 2005). Moreover, it is claimed that teachers revert to
traditional approaches of teaching games when experiencing difficulties with GCAs (Brooker
et al. 2000; Light, 2004; McNeill et al., 2004). Technique driven practice, is the default
approach for teachers, regardless of their beliefs and values of game-centred practice.
Most of the current literature surrounding teachers and their perceptions of GCAs or teachers’
responses to implementing GCAs are focused on pre-service teachers. There appears to be a
dearth of literature focusing solely on in-service teachers. In their review of GCAs literature,
since 2006; Harvey and Jarrett (2013) report that out of the twenty-three studies they
identified to be focused on teachers’ perceptions of employing GCAs or teachers’ responses
to their implementation of GCAs, only three studies focused on in-service teachers and one
including a combination of pre-service and in-service teachers.
In the literature concerning in-service teachers, Casey and Dyson (2009) examined a
teachers’ response when implementing a hybrid TGfU–Cooperative Learning unit, reporting
the pedagogical and time constraints experienced when planning and delivering the unit.
Díaz-Cueto, Hernández-Álvarez, and Castejón (2010) reported the rewards and barriers
experienced by in-service teachers when using TGfU in teaching sports. Like Casey and
Dyson (2009), Díaz-Cueto, Hernández-Álvarez, and Castejón (2010) report that teachers
experienced feelings of concern and anxiety and a “deep sense of insecurity” when first
implementing TGfU. Similar parallels were drawn with Casey and Dyson (2009) regarding
the time constraints because of the changing dynamics of the lesson. However, they did
report the satisfaction experienced by the teachers when observing improvements in the
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students’ learning as a result of the TGfU lessons.
In other research that reports the views of Singaporean in-service teachers on implementing
GCAs; Rossi et al. (2007) highlight the confusion experienced by the teachers as a result of
the many different forms of GCAs. Furthermore, despite their PD initiative showing that
“‘new’ ideas about the GCAs were both welcomed and sought” (p.108) there was “limited
extrinsic rewards or intrinsic motivation” to support teachers to adopt GCAs. Evidently, in
the minimal literature that does focus on in-service teachers and response to GCAs, it is clear
to see that teachers experience several difficulties, both pedagogically and conceptually,
when attempting to implement game-based pedagogy.
Harvey and Jarrett (2013) report that the relatively short induction periods provided for
GCAs, have provided limited support and fail to develop the sufficient pedagogical content
knowledge to teach using game-centred pedagogy, recommending that additional induction
and development measures are required.
In his research focusing on the experiences of cricket coaches when implementing TGfU,
Roberts (2011) highlighted several pedagogical, conceptual, cultural and political dilemmas
presented by game-centred pedagogy. Pedagogical issues were related to questioning
strategies used as part of the TGfU approach. Coaches struggled to as a ‘good’ question,
which Roberts links to a good in-depth understanding of the game. Similarly, McNeill et al.
(2008) also report pedagogical difficulties with questioning in their study of primary school
student teachers. The pre-service teachers struggled to formulate questions that enhanced
critical thinking and tactical awareness, as intended with GCAs.
Roberts (2011) also identified problems insufficient levels of pedagogical content knowledge
when implementing TGfU, also highlighted in previous studies with PE teachers (Rovegno
1998) implementing a constructivist approach to a movement approach PE. Rovegno (1998)
revealed the difficulties teachers have knowing what to say, what to look for in lesson and
how to break learning down into teachable progressions and how to generate questions as a
result of limited PCK.
The cultural dilemmas faced by the coaches in Roberts (2011) study, included tensions within
the coach-player relationship. Light and Tan (2006) report the effects of culture when
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implementing GCAs, noting significant cultural implications in societies with differing social
conventions with the resultant impact potentially affecting the interpretation, use and
effectiveness of the approach adopted. Similarly, Rossi et al. (2007) indicate the influence of
culture on the experiences of GCAs, noting the ‘pedagogical risks’ associated with
implementing GCAs ‘is not part of the Singaporean teachers’ technicist mindset’ (p. 108),
explaining shifting pedagogy to support a more cognitive approach to teaching games, goes
against a ‘dominant discourse of corporeality’ (p. 108). Finally, the political dilemmas
outlined by Roberts (2001) suggest that Non-Government Bodies could provide more
guidance on the use of TGfU and regular professional development opportunities. The
coaches were disappointed with the availability of practical TGfU resources.
There is an ‘epistemological gap’ (Light, 2008) between GCAs theory or the research that is
being conducted and teaching practice, where teachers fail to understand the research
implications and struggle to implement game-based lessons effectively. Memmert et al.
(2015) state, “implementing a game-centred approach like TGfU demands complex
professional learning that considers a wide range of contextual factors within the educational
setting” (p. 9). Teachers need to be supported with effective professional endorsement that
provides them with knowledge and skills they can implement in their teaching routines if
they are to implement GCAs in practice effectively. Memmert et al., (2015) advocate the
need to “build a collaborative venture to ensure that new research (in all of the diverse fields)
is made accessible in forms that can be “turned” into guides that become a significant and
sustainable part of everyday professional practice” (p.9).
The Relevance of the literature to this study
This chapter has reviewed the literature on PD, AR and GCAs. It has identified the research
base for supporting teachers in implementing games-centred pedagogy with the aim to
improve students’ learning outcomes. The following gaps occur:
•

There is a need to re-evaluate and re-conceptualise what effective PD looks like

•

There needs to be a better understanding of the teacher change process

•

There is little research that examines in-service teachers’ implementation of GCAs

•

There is limited research that looks specifically at teacher professional learning when
implementing GCAs

•

There is limited research that focuses on evaluating the most suitable use of pedagogy
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based on game-centred approaches to achieve the best outcome for students’ learning
results
•

Little is known about how to bridge the epistemological gap between theory and
practice for the implementation of GCAs to be effective and ensure quality outcomes
for the students.

As such, there is a need to explore the professional learning required to effectively support
in-service teachers in implementing game-centred pedagogy to ensure they provide qualitylearning outcomes for their students. This study proposes to address each of these gaps
through developing an approach that can be used by teachers to plan, teach and assess a
GCAs program of work for themselves and others that is teacher-led, sustainable and needsbased. In doing so, it is hoped that this will build a collaborative venture between the teacher
and the researcher. In this way, this research will bridge the ‘epistemological gap’ (Light,
2008) between theory, what is said in the research, and practice, what is done in schools.
Thus, ensuring research in the field of GCAs and PD is suitable, significant and accessible to
teachers and translated into sustainable professional practice in schools.
Chapter Conclusion
This chapter has reviewed a section of the literature relevant to the professional learning
required to support in-service teachers in their implementation of an innovative, syllabus
mandated pedagogy, namely GCAs. It has explored the literature under the three main themes
pertinent to the study, this included PD, AR and productive pedagogies, specifically in the
area of teaching games using GCAs. Relationships between the three themes were identified,
and relevant literature was used to illustrate the links. The benefits of PD models using
collaborative, site-based, inquiry approaches were discussed, along with the growing trend of
action research in the field of PD and PE. Concerns for current PD opportunities in education
were highlighted along with the limited research that looks at in-service teachers and the role
of professional learning to support the implementation of innovative approaches. The role of
GCAs as an innovative and productive pedagogy in education was explored, along with the
difficulties and uncertainties experienced when implementing them in teaching practice.
In summary, traditional PD opportunities may have little value in supporting and facilitating
change to teaching practice if the PD research is a reliable indicator. If teachers are going to
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be supported in implementing GCAs, they need to be provided with effective PD that can
empower them with the knowledge and skills they need to transform their practice. An
exploration of alternative PD approaches based on the notions of collaborative and
cooperative capital, as espoused by CoPs and PLCs are worth exploring to determine the
facilitators and barriers to implementation and the potential efficacy of such approaches.
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Chapter 3
Research Frameworks and Professional Development Model
Introduction
This chapter will focus on the underlying conceptual and theoretical frameworks and
associated assumptions that guided this study. Specifically, this chapter will provide an
overview of the study related theories and frameworks, an understanding of how the
frameworks are applied and the designing of the professional development (PD) model.
Furthermore, these frameworks are explored through the educational context of teacher
professional learning.
Conceptual framework
The conceptual framework for this study provides an overall structure for the research that
explores teacher professional learning, presenting reasons why learning may or may not
occur as a result of PD activity, with those reasons rooted in the literature, whilst considering
how teacher learning might be supported when designing and implementing Game Centred
Approaches (GCAs). The conceptual framework clarifies, explains and justifies the methods
used within this study (Maxwell, 2013), arguing why the topic matters and why the proposed
design and methodology are appropriate and rigorous (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017). The
research methodology section of this thesis addresses each of these elements, forming a
conceptual base for the study, arguing the importance of studying teacher professional
development, and explaining the relationships between teacher professional learning and
GCAs.
The researcher’s experiences and interest in GCAs and teacher professional learning, as a
result of her teaching practice and leadership roles, formed the impetus for the study
providing the stimulus for the conceptual framework. These experiences and interests are
detailed in the researcher’s biography (Appendix 3) and examined when discussing the
ontological beliefs in the research methodology section. The literature review (Chapter 2)
provided a foundation for the conceptual framework, identifying the significance and need
for this grounded within teacher professional learning and the context of Physical Education
(i.e. the teaching of games). As such, the literature review presents the extent to which the
topic has been studied, what is still needed to be understood about it, and whether the
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discipline needs to address the lack of knowledge (Booth, Colomb, Williams, Bizup &
Fitgerald, 2016; Crawford, 2019).
This study’s conceptual framework is graphically presented in Figure 2. It draws on
Desimone’s (2009) work in professional learning and development, establishing the same
operational guidelines and features of how PD influences teacher and student outcomes. As
with Desimone (2009), the framework shows the interactive, non-recursive relationships
between the critical features of professional development, teacher knowledge and beliefs,
classroom practice, and student outcomes. This thesis built on the five core features identified
by Desimone (2009) (i.e. content, active learning, coherence, duration, collective
participation) by drawing on other PD literature, focusing specifically on the effective
features of PD in Physical Education (PE) (i.e. knowledge building, active learning,
coherence, situated, continuous, collaborative practice, capacity building, reflective practice).
This framework provides a more robust list of characteristics deemed effective in supporting
teacher learning in a PE context (see Figure 2). These features are further narrated when
discussing the PD model posited in this study. In addition, the conceptual framework includes
how the theories of CoPs (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998) and Professional Learning
Communities (PLCs) theories (Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Hord 2004; Stoll et al., 2006) inform
the theoretical base of the PD model, which combines the effective features of PLC and core
features of PD.
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Figure 2. Conceptual and Theoretical Features of Professional Learning and Development
(adapted from Desimone, 2009).

PD Model
Effective PLC
+
Core features
of PD
Theories of PLC
(Dufour & Eaker, 1998,
Hord 2004, Stoll et al.,
2006)

& CoP (Lave &

Wenger, 1991, Wenger,
1998)

1. knowledge
building
2. Active learning
3. Coherence
4. Situated
5. Continuous
6. Collaborative
practice
7. Capacity
building
8. Reflective
practice

Increased
teacher
knowledge and
skills; change in
attitudes and
beliefs

Change in
instruction

Improved
student learning

Context such as teacher and student characteristics, curriculum, school leadership, policy
environment

Theoretical framework
An additional source for the conceptual framework of a study is the underlying theory
(Maxwell, 2013; Ravitch & Riggan, 2017). Ravitch and Riggan (2017) define theoretical
frameworks as the theories, “that emerge from and have been explored using empirical work”
(p. 11) and support the conceptual framework. They suggest, the theoretical framework
resides within the conceptual framework, explaining the relationships examined within a
study. Guided by the recommendations of Crawford (2019) and Ravitch and Riggan (2017),
the study’s theoretical framework is presented as an element of the overall conceptual
framework. The relationships explored within the theoretical framework of this study are
situated within the context of formal social constructivist and situated learning theories and
how they relate to theories of Communities of Practice (CoP) and Professional Learning
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Communities (PLC). Drawing on Crawford’s (2019) guidelines, the theoretical framework
for this study is illustrated in Figure 3, outlining the relevant ‘theory cluster’ pertinent to this
study, along with the specific theories and theoreticians relevant to that cluster. It also
identifies the selected theory related to the study and outlines its relationship to the research.
Consistent with this guide, the theoretical framework for this study identifies social
constructivist perspectives on learning and situated learning theories as to the relevant ‘theory
clusters’. Social constructivist theorists such as Vygotsky (1978, 1986) and situated learning
theorists Lave and Wenger (1991) are identified as theoreticians relevant to the given theory
cluster. Theories on CoPs (Lave and Wenger, 1991, Wenger, 1998) and Professional
Learning Communities (PLCs) theories (Dufour & Eaker, 1998, Hord 2004, Stoll et al.,
2006) are combined, identifying the key characteristics of each and their application to
professional development. Table 1 outlines the key characteristics of CoPs and PLC, their
application to this study and provides Professional Development Program Examples. This
framework provides a theoretical base to understand teacher learning within this context. In
exploring these theories, this study will contribute to the body of knowledge related to the
theory by examining the potential usefulness of CoPs and PLC as part of an effective model
for professional development to support teachers learning around game-based pedagogy.
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Figure 3: Model of the theoretical framework of this study (adapted from Crawford (2019)
cited in Burkholder, Cox, Crawford & Hitchcock, 2019).
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Framework
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Situated
Learning Theory
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Professional Learning
Communities (Stoll, Bolan,
McMahon, Wallace &
Thomas, 2006)

Communities of
Practice (Wenger,
1998)

Professional Learning Communities
& Communities of Practcice as
effective mechanisms to support
teacher professional learning of GCAs

Social Constructivism
Theories on constructivism originate from the work of Piaget on cognitive constructivism.
Building on these theories, Vygotsky (1978) developed a sociocultural approach to cognitive
development with the development of social constructivism, emphasising the contribution of
social factors to cognitive development and the benefits of working collaboratively in order
to learn effectively. The social constructivist theory of Vygotsky (1978) highlights the
fundamental role that social interaction, language and culture plays in learning (Fosnot,
1996). Vygotsky’s theory suggests that knowledge and understanding are best advanced
through interactions with others in cooperative activities (Rovegno & Dolly, 2006).
Constructivism is a learning theory that is based on the premise that new knowledge is built
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on prior knowledge and that optimal learning is achieved through active interaction with
material rather than passive interaction (Fosnot, 1996). Elliott et al. (2000) argues
“constructivism is an approach to learning that holds that people actively construct or make
their own knowledge and that reality is determined by the experiences of the learner” (p.
256). Thus, constructivism is concerned with a holistic view of learning and how learning
occurs from a variety of sources. From a constructivist perspective, ‘cognition is seen not as
an individual process but instead as a collective process spread across the individual’s world’
(Light, 2008, p.25).
The general principles of constructivism include, learning is an active process, learners
construct knowledge in relation to their prior knowledge, knowledge is socially constructed,
and deep understanding and multiple connections support learning transfer to other contexts
(Rovegno & Dolly, 2006). Constructivist perspectives emphasise actively engaging the
learner in the construction of knowledge and understanding (Rovegno & Dolly, 2006).
Recognising that learning an active process, requiring active participation by the learner
(Phillips, 1995), acknowledges the role of the learner in the teaching and learning process,
giving them ownership of their learning and encouraging them to take more responsibility for
selecting and engaging in tasks (Gould, 2005). An ‘active’ view of learning is often
juxtaposed with a behaviourist ‘stimulus response’ view of learning, whereby the learner
learns by being ‘stimulated' and by ‘responding’ (Fox, 2001).
Social constructivism emphasises the need for collaboration among students and relationships
among teachers (Lave & Wenger, 1991; McMahon, 1997, Rovegno & Dolly, 2006). Social
constructivist perspectives focus on learning as a social process, recognising social
interactions as a setting for learning, and acknowledging knowledge is socially constructed
(Rovegno & Dolly, 2006). Much of Vygotsky’s work explored the effect of social
interaction, language, and culture on constructing knowledge, providing the theoretical
principles for learning through social interaction (Fosnot & Perry, 2005). Constructivist
perspectives recognise that knowledge is not only socially constructed, but it is rooted in
culture and reflects the shared understanding of that culture (Rovegno & Dolly, 2006).
Constructivist theories acknowledge the influence of prior knowledge and experiences on
new knowledge constructed from new experiences (Rovegno & Dolly, 2006; Phillip, 1995).
Rovegno and Dolly (2006) suggest, “cultural practices and beliefs combined with prior
academic knowledge are critical pieces of information to enable a teacher to develop
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instruction that is relevant, appropriate and challenging for the learner (p.245). Lastly,
Rovegno and Dolly (2006) and Fosnot (1996) suggest that constructivist principles help
guide teachers to develop a deep, holistic, meaningful, well-connected understanding of
content in order to generalise the content to other contexts.
Constructivist learning theories are extensively employed in research concerning teacher
professional learning (see: Armour & Yelling, 2004, 2007; Borko, 2004, Patton, Parker, Pratt,
2013, Rovegno, 2003). A constructivist perspective recognises the social and active aspects
of teacher learning, where teachers acquire knowledge through social interactions and being
actively engaged in the learning process. Constructivist theory acknowledges that teachers’
prior learning and experiences can have a significant positive or negative impact on their
learning. This theory encourages participants and learners to reach educational goals and
acknowledge that teachers are unique with previously constructed knowledge and
experiences (Rovegno & Dolly, 2006). Similarly, constructivist learning theories have
become increasingly popular in Physical Education, with many authors noting the
constructivist underpinnings reflected in Game Centred Approaches (see: Butler, 1996, 2006;
Dyson, Griffin & Hastie, 2004; Gréhaigne, Richard, & Griffin, 2005; Kirk & Macdonald,
1998; Kirk & MacPhail, 2002; Light, 2006; Light & Fawns, 2003; Rink, 2001, Rovegno &
Dolly, 2006). Although a theory of learning and not a description of teaching, constructivism
has important implications for educational practices, underpinning a variety of studentcentred teaching methods and techniques and informing the learning goals teachers set,
instructional strategies teachers employ and the methods of assessments used (Fosnot &
Perry, 2005; McLeod, 2019). Thus, constructivist theories on learning provide the theoretical
foundations for this study into teacher professional learning, specifically given its context
within the implementation of a constructivist pedagogical approach as pertained by GCAs.
Situated Learning Theories
Situated learning theories are derived from social constructivist perspectives of learning. For
Lave and Wenger (1991), learning is a social process situated within sociocultural contexts
that shape learning through participation in its practices. Situated learning theorists argue that
knowledge is inseparable from the culture, contexts and activities in which it develops
(Wenger, 1998). Lave and Wenger (1991) believe the primary place of learning is not the
individual mind, but the processes of co-participation in Communities of Practice (CoP)
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(Lave & Wenger, 1991). They explore learning as ‘legitimate peripheral participation’,
viewing learning as an “integral part of generative social practice in the lived world” (p.35).
Drawing similarities to the principles of constructivism, situated theories of learning assume
that learning involves the active engagement of individuals with their environment (Rovengo,
1999; Rovegno & Kirk, 1995), where learners adapt new knowledge to fit to what they
already know (Prawat, 1999). Learning occurs through practice and the social interaction that
arises from it. Thus, social and cultural contexts contribute to and influence what is learned
and how learning takes place (Lave & Wenger 1991), providing a more holistic view of
learning (Griffin, Brooker & Patton, 2005).
Viewing learning in the mode of ‘legitimate peripheral participation’ acknowledges that
learners inevitably participate in communities of practitioners (Lave & Wenger, 1991), where
new learners are engaged through the process of becoming a full participant (Altrichter,
2005). Hanks (1991) suggests that ‘legitimate peripheral participation’ denotes the mode of
engagement of a learner who participates in the actual practice with an expert. Griffin,
Brooker and Patton (2005) suggest legitimate peripheral participation refers to the
“participation that occurs within sets of relationships in which ‘newcomers’ can move toward
‘full participation’ by being involved in particular experience or practice and this develops
new sets of relationships” (p.219).
Altrichter (2005) describes the three ‘building blocks’ to learning within ‘legitimate
peripheral participation’. These blocks are listed as;
•

Participation in a practice is necessary for learning.

•

Periphericality: learners must be allowed to temporarily play a peripheral role, a
position that is partly dispensed from the pressure of immediate practical action and
enables a stance of cognitive and emotional distance. As their learning progresses
their involvement gradually increases, and more central roles are taken up.

•

Access to the field of practice and periphericality must be legitimised in the specific
community in order that learning may unfold (p.16).

Of particular significance to this study is the research into teacher learning using situated
perspectives. Specifically those that have been grounded in the concepts of Communities of
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Practice (CoP) and the situated nature of knowledge (see Butler, Lauscher, Jarvis-Selinger, &
Beckingham, 2004; Ennis, Ross & Chen, 1992; Macdonald, Kirk & Braiuka, 1999; Parker,
Patton & Tannehill, 2012; Rolfe, 2001; Rovengo, 1992, 1994). Parker, Patton and Tannehill
(2012) suggest “Situated learning perspectives provide a meaningful framework for
examining teacher learning and the facilitation of PD” (p.312), thus providing an excellent
theory base for this study. Research in the PE field argues that constructivist and situated
learning theories often associated with student-centred learning such as GCAs, have the
potential to contribute to new theoretical perspectives on learning in the physical domain and
can generate new theoretical perspectives (Griffin, Brooker & Patton; 2005; Kirk, 2003; Kirk
& McDonald, 1998; Kirk & McPhail, 2002).
The theoretical framework for this study proposes that theories of CoPs (Lave & Wenger,
1991) and PLCs (Dufour & Eaker, 1998, Hord, 2004, Stoll et al., 2006) are grounded in the
theoretical underpinnings of social constructivism and situated learning, providing a
framework for the suggestion that CoPs and PLCs are effective mechanisms for learning. It is
for this reason that theories on CoPs and PLCs provide a theoretical and conceptual base for
this research and informs the professional development model developed as part of this study.
Communities of Practice
The theoretical framework for this study posits CoPs share a theory base with situated
learning and the broader constructivist lens. The basic premise of CoPs is that learning is a
social process. It takes place in the communities we are part of, “it is distributed among coparticipants, not a one-person act” (Lave & Wenger 1991, p.15). The term ‘Communities of
Practice’ was first coined by Lave and Wenger (1991), who used it to describe the situated
learning associated with apprentices in professional communities. Building on this theory,
Wenger, McDermott and Snyder (2002), redefined CoPs as, “Groups of people who share a
concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and
expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis (p. 4). Wenger (1998 & 2002) further
expanded on this notion of Communities of Practice, suggesting they “hold the key to real
transformation – the kind that has real effects on people’s lives” (Wenger, 1998, P.85).
Whilst Wenger, McDermott and Snyder (2002) believe in the values of Communities of
Practice, they acknowledge some of the disadvantages, highlighting problems associated with
the hoarding of knowledge, clique formation, limitation of innovation, and exclusiveness
regarding membership.
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Wenger (1998) has taken the concept of CoPs and extended it into a comprehensive theory of
how organisations and individuals within organisations work together. CoPs theory can be
applied to both “intra” or “inter” organisational settings, describing it as “existing
everywhere” and an “an integral part of our daily lives” (p. 6,7). In his book, ‘Communities
of practice: Learning, meaning and identity’, Wenger (1998) presents CoPs alongside a
theory of learning. The theory explores the connection of four learning components: 1.
Community, 2. Practice, 3. Meaning and 4. Identity. The concept of community is associated
with learning as belonging and being accountable to that community. Practice explores
learning as doing, being actively engaged in the process, along with meaning which explains
learning as experience. Identity is associated with learning as becoming, where the learner is
a social participant in the learning process. The learner is a ‘meaning-maker’ or a ‘knower’
within the context of the community. Wenger (1998) considers how these components can
provide a conceptual framework for analysing learning as social participation, in which CoPs
clearly involve all four components of learning that are interconnected and mutually defining
(p.13).
CoPs are based on the belief that a group of people who share a concern in a field of interest
will engage in social learning practice to advance the knowledge and understanding of that
fields and in so doing develop community bonds (Wenger et al. 2002). CoPs operate as
‘social learning systems’ (Snyder, Wenger & De Sousa Briggs, 2003). Lave and Wenger
(1991) emphasise the importance of shifting the analytic focus from the individual as the
learner to learning as participation in the social world. Similarly, Hanks (1991) stresses that,
learning in Community of Practice is “meditated by the differences of perspective among the
CoPs participants. It is the community, or at least those participating in the learning context,
who ‘learn’ under this definition” (p.15). For a Community of Practice to exist, Wenger
(1998) suggests there should be a triangulation of three essential components:
I.
II.

domain of shared interest or joint enterprise,
community which is indicated by ‘mutual engagement’ in and around the domain
of interest, and

III.

practice as a ‘shared repertoire’ or resources that have been developed over a
period of time.

Community members of the CoP share a ‘domain of interest’ or common goal and
collectively pursue that interest. The ‘shared practice’ usually evolves over time through
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sustained interaction and the development of shared knowledge, skills, discourses, and
resources (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Parker, Patton & Tannehill, 2012). Participation in a CoP
is usually voluntary, where membership can either be self-selected or assigned by the
organisation; based on expertise or passion for a topic; Leadership is mostly distributed;
coming from both formal and informal leaders, within and outside the community
(Blankenship & Ruona, 2007).
Communities of Practice in Education
In an educational setting, the CoP model has been used to explore teacher learning and PD
(see: Barab & Duffy, 2000; DuFour & Eaker, 1998, Dufour, 2004; Hodkinson & Hodkinson,
2003; Lave, 1996; Little, 1990). Koliba and Gajda (2009) reference CoPs as an “integral
component of a structured intervention for organisational change and professional
development” (p. 100). Significantly, PD research suggests that the capacity to create
‘community’ is a critical feature of any successful professional learning models (Cobb,
McClain, Lamberg, & Dean, 2003; Franke & Kazemi, 2001). It is believed that professional
learning in such community builds an atmosphere of participation, social negotiation, and
collective learning (Clark & Borko, 2004). Researching in the school setting, DuFour and
Eaker (1998) suggest CoPs allow a more authentic learning experience for teachers. Linking
Lave and Wenger’s (1991) ideas about CoPs to teacher learning, Hodkinson and Hodkinson’s
(2002) research with secondary teachers found that where departments were close-knit, social
practice was important to learning and that teachers learned through ‘legitimate peripheral
participation’ (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Wilson and Powell’s (2013) case study within an
Australian context explores the collaboration of researchers, teachers, and students to create
learning experiences that reflect quality teaching. In their findings, Wilson and Powell (2013)
highlight the importance of CoPs and supportive leadership structures in offering schools the
opportunity to “engage with each other in collaborative communities committed to shared
goals, shared responsibility, shared leadership and the continuing commitment to improving
teacher practice and ultimately, student learning” (p. 46).
It is believed that a teaching professional’s CoP can have a direct (positive or negative)
impact on professional growth through various forms of informal collegial interactions,
fostering teacher learning and instructional improvement (Barab & Duffy, 2000, Borko,
2004). It is for this reason that CoPs theory was used to provide a theoretical base to this
study and has helped inform the PD process used to support the teachers’ implementation of
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games-based pedagogy.
Professional Learning Communities
In connecting CoP theory to teacher learning, professional development and improving
teacher practice, this study makes direct links to ‘Professional Learning Communities’
(PLC’s). Dufour and Eaker (1998) define a PLC as “educators [creating] an environment that
fosters mutual cooperation, emotional support, and personal growth as they work together to
achieve what they cannot accomplish alone” (p. xii). Others have identified PLCs as a group
of like-minded teachers that work collectively to improve their teaching practice, for the
purpose of improving learning (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Timperley, 2008). Hord (1997)
used the term ‘communities of continuous inquiry and improvement’ (p.1); identifying the
main goals of PLCs is to enhance the effectiveness of teachers and administrators in schools
for the benefit of the students. PLCs are more explicitly linked to teacher learning, school
improvement and student achievement and as such, provide a more comprehensive
framework for this study. Dufour and Eaker (1998) suggest that PLCs provide a framework
from which a school faculty can begin to shift the culture of their school in order to build
capacity for implementing and sustaining change.
Similarly, Borko (2004) argues that professional learning communities are central to
fostering teacher change and student learning. Developing PLC holds considerable promise
for capacity building for sustainable improvement (Stoll et al., 2006). Participating in
professional learning communities provides teachers with an opportunity to look deeply into
the teaching and learning process and to learn how to become more effective in their work
with students (Morrissey, 2000).
In reviewing the PLC literature, Stoll et al. (2006) link the concept of PLC to the work of
Stenhouse (1975) advocating the ‘teacher as a researcher’ movement, believing teachers
should play an active part in the curriculum development process; along with the work of
Schön (1983, 1991) promoting the notion of the ‘reflective practitioner’. Similar to CoPs,
PLCs shift the focus from individual teachers’ professional learning to professional learning
within a community context, emphasising a ‘professionally collaborative culture’ (Fullan,
2001), where the focus is on a community of learners and collective learning (Stoll et al.,
2006).
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Education authorities have adopted PLCs in Australia. The Australian Institute for Teaching
and School Leadership (AITSL) suggest a PLC in schools involves “collaboration, sharing
and ongoing critical interrogation of teaching practices in line with professional standards”
(AITSL, Nd). AITSL recognises the value of collaboration through professional learning
communities, suggesting collaboration promotes change beyond individual classrooms,
resulting in whole-school improvement; when educators increase their expertise by learning
together, all students benefit (AITSL, Nd). Similarly, the NSW, Department of Education and
Communities (2015) advocate that effective professional learning opportunities include
learning communities, promoting collaboration, where professional learning communities
within and between schools are developed.
Much of the research has set about identifying the main characteristics that constitute
effective PLC. According to Dufour and Eaker (1998), PLCs share six common
characteristics, which include, 1) shared mission, vision, and values, i) collective inquiry, iii)
collaborative teams, iv) action orientation and experimentation, v) continuous vi)
improvement and results orientation. Later, Hord (2004) refined these to five dimensions.
These included, supportive and shared leadership, shared values and vision, collective
learning and application of learning, supportive conditions, and shared practice. Dufour and
Eaker (1998) emphasise the importance of the roles the principal, parents, and community
play in establishing the learning community, as well as changes in the curricular focus of the
school. Hord (2002) emphasised the need for reflective dialogue as a vehicle for collective
learning and supportive conditions, to enable collective learning and shared practice.
Similarities can be drawn between the PLC characteristics identified by Dufour and Eaker’s
(1998) and Hord (2004), where both identify the cultural shift that must occur if schools
intend to become learning communities. In their later summary of the PLC literature, Stoll et
al. (2006) further refine these PLC characteristics, suggesting they include:
I.

Shared values and vision – having a shared goal or sense of purpose with a focus on
student learning, e.g. entire staff’s shared values and vision about learning (Stoll at
al., 2006).

II.

Collective responsibility – members of the PLC take collective responsibility for
student learning, helping to sustain engagement and commitment within the PLC, e.g.
staff sharing a sense of responsibility for pupil learning (Stoll et al., 2006).

III.

Reflective professional inquiry – reflective dialogue about educational issues,
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examining teaching practice through mutual observation, e.g. schools collecting data
and monitoring student progress (Stoll et al., 2006).
IV.

Collaboration – PLC members working together to develop activities,
interdependence within the community, e.g. staff’s collaboration in activities focused
on pupil learning (Stoll et al., 2006).

V.

Group, as well as individual, learning is promoted – Collective learning with
colleagues, e.g. PLC members engage in planned and informal professional learning,
both individual and collective (Stoll et al., 2006).

In later research, Fullan (2007) outlined similar critical elements of a PLC which are essential
for PLCs to exist. These include “reflective dialogue, derivatisation of practice, collective
focuses on student learning, collaboration, and shared norms and values” (p. 148-149). Manly
parallels can be drawn with Fullan’s (2007) features of PLCs and Stoll et al. (2006). Fullan
(2007) also stressed that structural components such as “time to meet, physical proximity,
interdependent teaching roles, communication structures, and teacher empowerment and
school autonomy” (p.149) and cultural components such “openness to improvement, trust and
respect, cognitive and skill base, supportive leadership, and socialization (of staff)” (p. 149)
are important.
Given the extensive research into the potential PLCs have for supporting teacher professional
development and improving teacher practice, developing a PLC was a central feature of the
PD model posited in this study. The five PLC characteristics espoused by Stoll et al. (2006)
informed the characteristics deemed necessary when developing the PLC as part of this
study, providing a theoretical base to guide the PLC formed as part of the PD model posited.
A discussion of how these are applied is provided below when exploring the application of
the theoretical framework.
Applying the theoretical frameworks
Informed by the CoP and PLC research, the term ‘Professional Learning Community’ (PLC)
has been used in this study. In this setting, the PLC is comprised of the group of educators
and the environment created for the purpose of this research. The group of educators included
the four teachers within the PDHPE faculty, the lead researcher, school executive and an
expert panel of university academics, situated within the context of one secondary school.

83

In providing a theoretical framework for this study and a theoretical base for the model of PD
posited, this study has drawn on both constructivist and situated theories of learning as the
theory cluster that informs the specific theories of CoPs and PLCs. It is believed that these
theories provide a theoretical base for understanding the social and active learning that takes
place in these environments, acknowledging that teachers do not come to the learning
contexts as a blank slate, that there is a range of cultural and contextual things that impact
their learning. In identifying the specific theories that provide the theoretical base within this
study, the work of Wenger (1998) concerning CoPs and Stoll et al.’s (2006) work with PLCs
has been combined to provide an amalgamation of the essential characteristics of PLCs.
Thereby, this research provides a comprehensive theoretical framework that has explored the
connections between both the CoP and PLC theory, acknowledging their links to
constructivism and situated learning, providing the theoretical underpinnings for this study.
The key features of CoPs and PLCs and their application to this study is summarised in Table
1 below.
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Table 1. Key characteristics of CoPs and PLC and their application to this study
Community of
Practice
(Wenger, 1998)
Core Feature
Domain of shared
interest or joint
enterprise.

Professional
Learning Community
Definition
(Stoll et al., 2006)
Core Feature
Shared values and
Participants have a common
vision.
educational goal for engaging in
professional learning.

A common desire to transform practice and adopt a similar
pedagogical approach (e.g. GCAs) to improve student
learning.

Community which is
indicated by ‘mutual
engagement’ in and
around the domain of
interest.

Collective
responsibility.

Each participant is continuously
involved throughout the professional
learning program and is responsible
for their actions for both themselves
Group, as well as
and the group within the educational
individual, learning is process.
promoted.

Participating teachers engaging in the professional learning
with other supportive members (e.g. expert panel).

Collaboration.

Development of game-centred practice, jointly developed
teaching tools, unit plans, lesson plans, assessments and
resources, as a result of the professional development
activities.

Practice as a ‘shared
repertoire’ or
resources that have
been developed over
a period.

Participants work together to share and
develop ideas, lessons and resources
Group, as well as
that facilitate the learning process of
individual, learning is the program.
promoted.

Professional Development Program Examples

Work collaboratively to design and develop unit and lesson
materials.
Learning aligned with the group and individual needs of
participants.

Continuous reflection by each participant through
individual and group activities such as a journal or
researcher led conversations.

Reflective
professional inquiry.
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In exploring the connections between the CoP (Wenger, 1998) and PLC characteristic
outlined by Stoll et al. (2006), this study assumed that the ‘shared values and vision’
characteristic shares similar notions with the CoP ‘domain or shared interest’, where all
members of the PLC share the same desire to learn and transform their teacher practice by
adopting GCAs. Given the teachers’ voluntary commitment to participate in this study and
the needs-based nature of the PD, it was assumed that as members of the PLC, all teachers
shared this vision and the associated values. In doing so, there is an “unwavering focus on
student learning” (Morrisey, 2000, p.5) and improving student learning outcomes in Physical
Education. In this setting, a shared value base provides a framework for ‘shared, collective,
ethical decision making’ (Louis, Kruse & Bryk, 1995).
In PLCs, all members take collective responsibility for student learning which draws parallels
to CoP’s feature of ‘mutual engagement’. The community indicated by ‘mutual engagement’,
refers to the participating PE teachers engaging in the PD, the researcher and the panel of
experts, working collaboratively to facilitate change to their teaching practice. Hord (1997)
suggests that “in such a community the individual staff member is responsible for his/her
actions, but the common good is placed on a par with personal ambition” (p.20). In PLCs, all
members are collectively responsible for their professional learning and transforming their
teaching practice. The notion of collective responsibility helps to sustain commitment, puts
peer pressure and accountability on those who do not do their fair share, and eases isolation
(Newmann & Wehlage, 1995, Stoll et al., 2006). PLCs engage school staff at all levels in
processes that collectively seek new knowledge and ways of applying that knowledge to their
work. The collegial relationships that result produce creative and appropriate solutions to
problems, strengthening the bond between principal and teachers and increasing their
commitment to improvement efforts. In this study, it was intended that all PLC members take
collective responsibly for their individual and collective learning (Stoll, McMahon &
Thomas, 2006), where the teachers would be mutually engaged in transforming their
pedagogy to adopt GCAs into their practice (Wenger, 1998).
Collaboration refers to the involvement of all PLC members in the PD activities, for example,
joint review and feedback (Hord, 2004), going beyond superficial exchanges of help, support,
or assistance (Louis et al., 1995). Collaboration in PLCs shares similarities with the CoP’s
‘shared repertoire’, where all members of the PLC work as a team to implement gamecentred practice, jointly developing teaching tools, unit plans, lesson plans, assessments and
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resources, as a result of the PD activity. Linked to collaboration and a ‘shared repertoire’,
PLC theory also identifies that group, as well as individual, learning should be promoted. All
teachers are learners with their colleagues (Louis et al., 1995). Here all members of the PLC
are learning and improving their practice together, individually and collectively.
‘Reflective professional inquiry’ is distinctive to PLCs, although is expected as part of the
collaborative practice of PLC members. Thus, this element aligns with the CoPs feature of
‘mutual engagement’ given the association with being part of the learning process. As part of
the collaborative practice, this feature includes ‘reflective dialogue’ (Louis et al., 1995)
between the teachers and researcher about the implementation of the games-based pedagogy,
any problems in applying the knowledge of GCAs to practice, both reviewing performance
and informing futures practice. This is a key component of the PD process and encouraged
both individually and collaboratively after each lesson. Deprivatization of practice (Louis et
al., 1995, Fullan, 2007) is achieved through mutually observing and examining the teachers’
practice and collaboratively planning the teaching resources. Fullan (2001) suggests that this
converts tacit knowledge into shared knowledge through interaction.
Designing of the Professional Development Model
As part of this thesis, a real-world professional development program was designed and
implemented. A review of the professional development literature and research illustrated a
strong association between the key features of effective professional development espoused
by Desimone (2009) and the frameworks of CoP and PLC. Inherently, these features of PD
were also in line with the constructivist and situated learning approaches. The model of PD
developed and implemented within this study is illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Proposed model of Professional Development
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The PD model was designed in congruence with the characteristics of effective PD identified
in the literature. Theories of PLCs, CoPs, social constructivist and situated learning theories
are identified in characteristics such as active learning, situated learning, collaborative and
reflective practice. As such, these eight PD components were identified as being central to
the PD process, facilitating and supporting a culture of learning. The eight PD components
embedded in the PD process included:
1.

Knowledge building

2.

Active learning

3.

Coherence

4.

Situated

5.

Ongoing Support

6.

Collaborative practice

7.

Capacity building

8.

Reflective practice

Knowledge building
As Desimone (2009) argued, developing teachers’ knowledge of subject matter content and
how students learn is a key feature of PD. Being able to translate knowledge into practice to
benefit students’ learning was a key goal within this study. As such, building teachers
knowledge of GCAs and how to teach using games-based pedagogy was a fundamental
component of the PD process. This study focused on developing the teachers’ PCK
associated with the GCAs, specifically the instructional processes associated with
implementation. Specific GCA benchmark elements were used as a lens through which to
view and measure the teachers’ knowledge. These benchmark elements are provided in more
detail in Chapter 4. The initial needs assessment in Phase A was instrumental in identifying
the teachers’ baseline knowledge as a prerequisite for the PD, and this information was used
to build the teachers knowledge.
Active learning
To ensure that the participating teachers were ‘active learners’ and that they were actively
engaged in their own learning, the teachers were encouraged to play a key role in the PD
process, identifying their own needs and selecting learning initiatives that would best support
their learning. The PD was designed with opportunities for active participation in the learning
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process and for sharing ideas, knowledge and experiences within the PLC. As guided by
Garet et al. (2001), the teachers allowed to observe the lead researcher deliver GCA lessons
and were also observed teaching their GCA lessons. Planning was a collaborative process,
and learning activities were conducted within the teachers’ setting, with their students and
resources. The teachers were encouraged to reflect on their practice and identify what they
needed to support them in being successful in implementing GCAs effectively. This situated
and collaborative practice supports the notion that the PD was applicable and relevant.

Coherence
The situated nature of the PD program ensured that the PD provided was relevant and
applicable to the teachers’ individual needs, including their setting and context. Coulter and
Woods (2015) recommend that PD needs to be individualised to each teachers’ learning
needs. In this model of PD, the needs assessment phase allowed the researcher to gain insight
into the teachers’ existing knowledge and beliefs about teaching and learning in Physical
Education, identifying their individual needs and starting point. This needs assessment was
vital in ensuring that the PD process was aligned to the teachers own learning goals and
individual needs. Guided by the research of Armour and Yelling (2004), the researcher
played a key role in challenging the teachers’ beliefs and thoughts about teaching and
learning in PE, providing them with ‘ideas’ and ‘practices’ that they could use in their
lessons. In this way, the PD provided experiences consistent with the teachers’ learning goals
and the overall aim of the research study.

Situated
As situated approaches to learning remind us, understanding the context in which learning
takes place is essential in understanding how and whether any particular form of PD can be
regarded as ‘effective’. The PD in this setting needed to be situated within the environment in
which the teaching and learning would be taking place. As such, the PD provided ongoing
support throughout the implementation of the unit. The PD was delivered on site, using the
teachers and their classes in their environment and using their facilities and resources. The
researcher situated herself in the context of the teaching and learning to gain an
understanding of the environment and learning culture in which learning was taking place
and how best to support the teachers learning. The situated and contextualised nature of the
PD allowed the researcher to understand and respond to any contextual issues that arose. For
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example, the class size was reduced affecting the games designed. Learning in this context
occurred through the practice and social interaction of the teachers, researcher and the expert
body. The initial and ongoing needs assessment throughout the PD process allowed the
teachers initial and developing knowledge and understanding of GCAs, along with the
disparity of knowledge between the teachers to be considered, and the PD adapted
accordingly. Thus, the needs-assessment allowed the PD to be contextualised and
personalised to the teachers setting.

Ongoing Support
Whilst there is much ambiguity around the optimal length of time for PD (Coulter & Woods,
2012), the importance for ongoing and continuous PD in changing teaching practices and
learning outcomes is stressed within the literature. Establishing a PLC as part of the PD
process provided a context for the teachers’ ongoing and continuous learning. In this setting,
unlike the one-day, one-off PD opportunities reported as being ineffective in the literature
(see Armour & Makopoulou, 2011; Armour & Yelling, 2004; Armour & Yelling, 2007;
Casey, 2012); the PD spanned the duration of the unit of work. The teachers were provided
with ongoing support for their learning throughout their implementation of the designed unit,
where the researcher and the expert body were able to provide follow up support. The
situated nature of the PD allowed the professional learning to be embedded into the daily
routine of teachers, providing a platform for ongoing and further learning.
Collaborative practice
CoPs and PLC theories recognise the value of working collaboratively to learn. Similarly, the
PD literature advocates that effective PD allows time for collaboration and collective
participation. As such, establishing a PLC where all participants collaborated to achieve the
shared goal of transforming their teaching practice to improve student learning outcomes was
imperative for this study. Opportunities for collaboration and collaborative practice were
built into the PD process. To build upon the collective previous knowledge and experience,
using the combined strengths of each person in the PLC, the teachers were presented with the
opportunity to collaborate in their unit and lesson planning, along with their reflection and
evaluation. It was hoped that learning in this environment would enable the teachers to
construct knowledge through social interaction and build solid relationships based on
obligation and trust (Armour & Yelling, 2007).
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Furthermore, Armour and Yelling (2007) note that teachers highly regard links with
universities and suggest “including support from sources external to the school that can
provide necessary resources and outside perspectives” (Armour & Yelling, 2004, P.82). As
such, links with the expert body, which included University lecturers were forged. The
‘expert body’ provided feedback on the teachers’ units and lesson plans, as well as their
teaching practice. The researcher acted as the link between the teachers and the ‘experts’ and
was actively engaged in the collaborative process.
Capacity building
Building the teachers capacity to learn and helping them to become active learners was a key
component of the PD process, as guided by the literature (see: Armour & Makopoulou, 2011;
Tripp, 2004; Claxton, 2002). The model of PD was designed to build capacity by being
teacher-centred, where the teachers were given a voice and empowered to direct their own
learning. The initial needs assessment enabled the PD to be personalised and tailored to the
individual teacher’s needs. Each phase of the PD required the teachers learning to be
monitored, and their needs reassessed. Teachers identified their own needs and how best to
support their learning needs with the guidance of the researcher and the expert panel.

Reflective Practice
Reflection is seen as being fundamental to success in facilitating learning (Rodgers, 2002)
and plays a vital role in teachers’ professional development (Mathew, Mathew & Peechattu,
2017). As such, reflection was a key part of each phase when using the AR cycle. Similarly,
reflection and reflective practice was a significant component in the PD process. The teachers
were encouraged to reflect on their teaching practice and implementation of each lesson using
a Post Teaching Reflective Analysis (PTRA) (Dyson 1994) (see Appendix 4 for sample
document). As part of the AR process within each phase, the teacher participants were
expected to reflect on the PD and their learning needs, ensuring they were supported through
the PD process. In this way, both the teachers’ practice, and the PD process was developed
and refined to support their learning. As such, the PD process was informed by the teachers’
reflections.
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Professional Development Phases
Each phase of the PD process served a specific purpose in facilitating the teachers learning
and supporting them in implementing GCAs. Each phase required the teachers and the
researcher to complete a series of tasks. The intention of each phase and a sample of activities
is included below.
The four PD phases included:
•

Phase A: Needs Assessment (Plan)

•

Phase B: Planning (Plan)

•

Phase C: Implementing (Act/Observe)

•

Phase D: Evaluation (Reflect)

Phase A: Needs Assessment
The purpose of the needs assessment in Phase A was to measure and evaluate the individual
needs of the teachers’ and their initial knowledge and understanding of GCAs. Information
obtained in Phase A was used to establish a starting point for the PD process. This phase
allowed the researcher to assess the teachers’ current knowledge and gain insight into current
teaching practice. The initial needs assessment involved an information session with the
researcher where the participant teachers were provided with an overview of the research
proposal, information letters and consent and background information on GCAs. This phase
also involved several focus group interviews to establish the research framework and the PD
process, along with working out timeframes and timelines for the research, PD
implementation and teaching unit (see Table 2).
Phase B: Planning
Phase B involved the teachers in planning and designing a GCA unit of work with the aim to
complete activities collaboratively. All teachers and the lead researcher had input and worked
together in designing the learning sequence and learning activities for their students. These
materials (e.g. unit plan) were presented to a panel of experts by the researcher for feedback
before planning the individual lesson plans. Following the initial unit design, the teachers
were then required to plan related lessons and authentic assessment. The decision was made
to do this weekly where the feedback and reflection from one lesson would help inform
subsequent lessons. The teachers aimed to plan the lessons collaboratively, then individualise
the lesson and apply it to their chosen teaching context. The researcher and the expert body
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provided the teachers with feedback on their lesson plans and subsequent implementation, to
inform and improve their delivery of the next lesson.
The researcher introduced the teachers to the Games Performance Assessment Instrument
(GPAI) (Oslin, Mitchell and Griffin (1998) and the Team Sport Assessment Procedure
(TSAP) (Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin; 2005) as a means of supporting their planning and
implementation of authentic assessment in this setting. The researcher provided the teachers
with several examples including peer assessment, self-assessment and teacher assessment
showing how they could assess game performance behaviours such as tactical understanding,
as well as the player’s ability to tactical solve problems by selecting and applying the
appropriate skills. Many studies have used the GPAI to assess game performance (see Casey
& Dyson, 2009; Memmert, 2010; Memmert & Harvey, 2008, 2010) and the TSAP to
measure game ability (see: Arias & Castejón, 2012; Gréhaigne et al., 1997; Nadeau, Godbout
& Richard, 2008a, 2008b). The teachers were then encouraged to select and adapt the sample
assessment for their context.

Phase C: Implementation
The implementation phase included the lesson and assessment delivery. The teachers
individually delivered their planned lesson within their chosen application activity, with their
own class. The researcher observed the lesson to provide feedback to the teachers on their
implementation and fidelity to the GCAs. The lessons were also recorded to enable to expert
body to observe the lesson later, provide additional feedback, and ensure the researcher was
making a fair judgment using the observational tool.
Phase D: Evaluation
The evaluation phase involved the teachers individually reflecting on the lesson and being
provided with feedback from the researcher and the expert body concerning their
implementation and fidelity to the GCAs. The teachers were engaged in a focus group where
their lesson feedback was provided, and subsequent implementation support was discussed
and facilitated. The final evaluation phase included an evaluation of the overall PD process,
where a focus group interview was used to provide relevant data to support the research
questions.
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The primary learning activities and learning outcomes of these four phases are listed below
and included in Table 2.
•

Planning:

a) establish a knowledge and understanding baseline for learning
(Phase A – Needs-assessment),
b) develop a GCA unit overview, and lesson plans to be delivered to
students, developing authentic assessment (Phase B – Planning)

•

Acting:

•

Observing: observe and document the effects of the Unit and lessons (Phase C –

implement the GCAs unit/lessons plans (Phase C – Implementing)
Implementing and Phase D – Evaluation)

•

Reflecting:

reflect on the effects of the unit and lessons for further planning and
informed action (Phase D – Evaluation)

The Action Research Process
The cyclical plan, act, observe and reflect Action Research (AR) process was ongoing
throughout each phase of the PD. As such, each phase of the research was informed by the
reported experiences and findings of the previous phase. Consequently, the PD model was
developed and revised throughout the study, guided by the teacher participants’ engagement
in the continuous process of planning, acting, observing and reflecting (Kemmis &
McTaggart, 1988). The teachers’ and researcher’s actions and learning were monitored
through the AR process throughout each phase of the PD process. The findings from each
phase helped inform the subsequent PD. Both the researcher and the teachers were engaged
in the continuous practice of reflection and adaptation. This cyclical AR process was ongoing
throughout each of the four phases of the PD model, that is, Phase A – the needs assessment,
Phase B – planning, Phase C – implementation and Phase D – Evaluation and lasted the
duration of the study. Throughout the AR process, the teachers’ actions and learning were
monitored, guiding and informing the PD process where and the PD was subsequently
tailored to the teachers’ individual needs.
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Table 2. Main learning activities and learning outcomes across the four PD phases
Phase
Purpose
Phase A: Needs Establish a
Assessment
starting point for
the GCA PD

•
•
•
•

Phase B:
Planning

Design GCA unit
overview, lesson
plans and
assessment

•

•
•

Phase C:
Deliver GCA unit
Implementation overview, lesson
plans and
assessment

Phase D:
Evaluation

Reflect on GCA
delivery and
inform planning

•
•

•
•
•
•

Tasks
Enquire into prior
experience
Identify current
practice
Establish a starting
point for the PD
Personalise PD

Collaboratively plan
overview, lesson plans
& assessment (GPAI)
Sharing ideas and
experiences
Revise planning

Teach GCA lessons
Observe practice
(Using observational
benchmark tool)

Critical reflection of
GCA delivery
Feedback on lesson
observations
Sharing ideas/practice
Inform next cycle of
planning/lesson

Timeframe
Term 1, 2014
Tuesday, 29
January to
Friday, 11
April
Week 4 –
Week 11
(17th March –
11th April)
Term 2, 2014
Monday, 28
April to
Friday, 27
June
Week 1 -3
(28th April –
16th May)
Term 2, 2014
Monday, 29
April to
Friday, 27
June
Week 4 –
Week 7
(20th May –
13th June)
Term 2, 2014
Monday, 29
April to
Friday, 27
June
Week 8
(16th May –
20th June)
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Chapter Conclusion
The theoretical framework used in this study brings together constructivist theories of
learning, including situated learning and theories of ‘community of practice’, providing a
starting point for the research problem and establishing a vision to which the problem is
directed. The theoretical framework is detailed in this chapter, showing how it helped to
shape the research process and the model of PD to be used. The conceptual framework
adopted for this research draws on Desimone’s (2009) core conceptual framework for
studying teachers’ PD, identifying a set of critical features that define effective professional
development and the operational theory of how PD works to influence teacher and student
outcomes.
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Chapter 4
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The methodology chapter outlines the process of research for this study, which includes the
research aims and questions, study design, study context and procedures for data collection
and analysis. The tools and materials used, ethical considerations and trustworthiness are also
outlined in this chapter. Rationales and justifications for the qualitative methods and
methodological selections are provided throughout this chapter to support the choices made
throughout this research study.
Research aim and questions
Research aim
Qualitative research begins with an issue or a problem that needs to be solved (Creswell,
2013). For instance, an issue within the broader educational context is understanding ways to
effectively and efficiently support the professional learning of educators. As such, the
purpose of this study was to understand the professional learning needs of teachers when
implementing Game Centered Approaches (GCAs) to identify influential elements of a
conceptually grounded model of Professional Development (PD).

Research questions
The research question helps illustrate the core purpose of the study; as Creswell (2013)
indicates qualitative research questions intend to narrow the purpose of the study. The
research question(s) should be “formulated in such a way that (in the context of the planned
study and using the available resources) they are capable of being answered” (Flick, 2009, p.
129). Agee (2009) suggested, “qualitative inquiries involve asking the kinds of questions that
focus on the why and how of human interactions” (p.423). Subsequently, qualitative research
questions should articulate what a researcher wants to know about the intentions and
perspectives of those involved in social interactions (Agee, 2009). Agee (2009) asserts a
“single overarching question allows a researcher to capture the basic goals of the study in one
major question”, giving “direction for the study design and collection of data and offer
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potential for developing new, more specific questions during data collection and analysis”
(p.435). Therefore, the major overarching question that guided this study was:
What are PE teachers’ experiences of and responses to a professional development
model designed to support their implementation of GCAs?
From this broad overarching question, the following secondary research questions were
created to guide the research.
1. What barriers and facilitators impact on teacher professional learning when
implementing GCAs?
2. What elements of games-based pedagogy do teachers need support with when
learning to teach GCAs?
3. What are the characteristics of effective GCA-PD?
Qualitative inquiry
Given this research focused on an educational context, studying teacher participants within
their own environment, and considering the complexities that arise from such research, a
qualitative approach to inquiry was adopted. Qualitative methods of inquiry were developed
in the social sciences to enable researchers to study social and cultural phenomena (Aliyu,
2015). Qualitative forms of research recognise the importance of the “subjective, experiential
‘lifeworld’ of human beings” and can lead to the discovery of deeper levels of meaning
(Burns, 2000, p. 11). Unlike quantitative research, “‘truth’ within this context is bound to
humanistic caprices” (Burns, 2000, p.11). Qualitative research allows for relationships to be
drawn and cause and effect to be suggested and the dynamic processes within school settings
to be considered (Burns, 2000). Qualitative research is generally used when there is a
problem or issue that needs to be explored (Creswell, 2013). As such, how to best support
teachers to implement GCAs was the problem explored in this context.

Philosophical assumptions
Qualitative researchers must identify the philosophical assumptions within their research
(Creswell, 2013) since they shape how the research problem and question is formulated and
how the researcher seeks to answer it (Huff, 2009). Denzin and Lincoln (2000) argue that the
philosophical assumptions relevant to the research philosophy include, being (ontology);
knowing (epistemology) and acting (axiology). Recognising the ontological and
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epistemological orientation within the research paradigm helps to determine the course of the
researcher’s project (Hussey & Hussey, 1997). As such, this study takes on the philosophical
assumptions made by researchers when undertaking a qualitative study regarding ontology,
epistemology, axiology, and methodology, clearly stating these assumptions within the
context of this study for the reader.
Ontology
Ontology relates to what the research is looking at, “the kind of events that exist in the social
world” (Thomas, 2009, p.87), it questions the form and nature of reality (Guba & Lincoln,
1994). The ontological beliefs of qualitative research embrace the idea of multiple realities
(Creswell, 2013). In the case of this study the ‘nature of reality’ was multiple since it was
seen through the views of the different teacher participants reported within the multiple forms
of evidence, presented by the researcher as the themes developed in the findings. A social
constructivist framework was adopted to interpret the results, whereby the researcher
gathered the participants’ views and reported them as evidence, using the participants own
words to illustrate the findings. The researcher explored the complexity between these views
before synthesising inductively by developing a ‘pattern of meaning’ (Creswell, 2013). Using
a social constructivist framework recognises that meaning is formed through interactions with
others, and historical and cultural influences. Interpreting results through this social
constructivist framework enabled the teachers’ specific context to be considered, allowing the
historical and cultural settings of the teachers to be understood. The nature of the researcher
allowed the researcher to position herself within the research, acknowledging how her own
experiences and backgrounds shaped the interpretation of the results.
Epistemology
Epistemology is about how the research explores and finds out about the events that exist in
the social world (Thomas, 2009). It is concerned with the basic belief about knowledge and
what can be known (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Creswell (2013) suggests, “With the
epistemological assumptions, conducting qualitative studies means that researchers try to get
as close as possible to the participants being studied” (p. 20). The research design (more
detail provided later in this chapter) adopted within this study enabled the researcher to be in
the ‘field’, embedded in the work and lives of the participants. The researcher collaborated
with the participants, assembling subjective evidence based on the individual teachers’
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participation in the research process and relying on quotes as evidence. As such, ‘how
knowledge is known’, was through the subjective experiences of the teachers. The researcher
was embedded in the learning culture, an ‘insider’ (Creswell, 2013), getting to know what the
teachers knew and what the teachers needed to support them in the implementation of GCAs.
Consistent with a social constructivist framework, reality is co-constructed between the
research and the teachers, and shaped by their individual experiences (Creswell, 2013).

Axiology
Axiology is concerned with the role of values within research (Creswell, 2013). Creswell
(2013) suggests, all researchers bring values to the study, known as the axiological
assumptions. In qualitative research, researchers make their values and biases known,
recognising the influence these values may have on the results. Making the axiology explicit
helps to set and clarify the guiding tone and rigour for action in research (Ahmad Aliya,
Singhry, Adamu, & Abubakar, 2015). Acknowledging the researcher’s positioning and
potential for bias within this study is believed to increase the validity of the research. Given
the interpretive framework used to understand the findings of this study, identifying the
researcher’s values and biases was important since they played a role in the discourse and
informed the researcher’s interpretation of the data. Thus, to identify the axiological
assumptions within this study, the researcher provided a detailed biography (Appendix 3),
along with the following researcher’s stance, discussing her background and experiences, to
identify how this may impact the results. The researcher also presents a detailed biography of
the school and each of the teachers within the study (Appendix 5 & 6). Informed by the
researcher’s anecdotal observations and supported with the data, these biographies are written
using a literary style, with the researchers voice apparent in the text. Thereby, the researcher
admits that the findings represent an interpretation and presentation of the researcher, along
with the teachers within the study.

Researcher’s Stance
In examining the researcher’s biography (see Appendix 3), it is possible to see how the
researchers’ values may have led into a number of choices within this study. As Bogdan and
Biklen (1992) suggest, the researcher engaged in the research project because of her own
biography. It was the researcher’s experiences with Game Centred Approaches (GCAs) as a
student, an educator and as a curriculum support officer in the Physical Education field that
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led to the inception of this research project. The project was born out of her bias for and
success with games-centred pedagogy, along with her frustrations as a Head Teacher trying
to support her faculty to implement GCAs. Moreover, the researcher’s role leading
Professional Development opportunities within schools and as a curriculum support officer
clearly directed the direction of the research informing the choice of the research problem
and questions. With the researcher’s values grounded in student-centred pedagogy, with their
philosophical underpinnings aligned with constructivist perspectives and situated theories of
learning, it is possible that the researcher’s teaching pedagogy also guided and informed the
choice of theoretical framework. The philosophical assumptions within the study were clearly
aligned to the same social constructivist lens. The opportunity to meet like-minded
researchers as part of her teaching scholarship provided the opportunity to explore research
rooted in the same paradigm, further refining the research direction and methodological
choices. Taking these values and biases into consideration, the researcher acknowledges how
her background and experiences lead to the interpretation of the data, in conjunction with
those of the teachers.

Methodology
Burns (2000) suggests that the task of the qualitative methodologist is to try and capture and
interpret what people do and say, to understand the complexity of the world from the
viewpoints of the participants. Furthermore, Creswell (2013) suggests that the methodology
for qualitative research are characterised as “indicative, emerging, and shaped by the
researchers experience in collecting and analysing data” (p. 22). Guided by the social
constructivist, interpretive framework adopted in this study, the methodological beliefs or
approach to inquiry adopted used an inductive method, supported with deductive analysis,
where the theory or meaning emerged from the data, ‘ground-up’ (Creswell, 2013), through
the methods of interviewing, observing and document analysis. A case study approach and
action research framework were selected as the method of inquiry, adopting a literary style of
writing when presenting the findings. Typical of qualitative research of this nature, the
research questions were refined throughout the research process, to better reflect and
understand the research problem (Creswell, 2013).
The study design
The term ‘research design’ or ‘study design’ is used to refer as the researcher’s plan of how
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to proceed in the research process, considering the researcher’s expectations and context
(Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, Thomas, 2009). Ragin (1994) defines research design stating,
Research design is a plan for collecting and analysing evidence that will make it
possible for the investigator to answer whatever questions he or she has posed. The
design of an investigation touches almost all aspects of the research, from the minute
details of data collection to the selection of the techniques of data analysis. (p.191)
As such, the research design of this study adopted a qualitative approach, combining a case
study (Stake, 2003) and action research approaches (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988). Case
study research was chosen since this study examined a specific ‘case’ where the teachers and
the researcher studied themselves, their actions and their reflections. Furthermore, the
research was a dynamic process resulting in action and changes to practice because of the
reflections; hence, action research (Stringer, 1996). Specifically, this study aimed to explore
the process of teacher Professional Development (PD), to understand better how to support
teachers in implementing GCAs. Action Research (AR) was chosen due to its reflexive and
revealing process. Both the case study and action research approaches are described later in
this chapter.

Case study research
Essentially, this research study was an observational case study of an action research process,
in which the teacher participants and the researcher were all part of the process. In case study
research, the researcher investigates in depth a program, an event, an activity, a process, or
one or more individuals (Stake, 2003). Expanding on the concept, Creswell (2007) states;
“case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a bounded
system or multiple bounded systems over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection
involving multiple sources of information and reports a description of case-based themes” (p.
73). Observational case studies often focus on a classroom, group, teacher or pupil (Burns,
2000). Case study research aims to “get a rich detailed understanding of the case by
examining aspects of it in detail” (Thomas, 1999, p. 115).
In this case, the researcher investigated the PD process with the four teacher participants.
This case study research aimed to gain a detailed understanding of how best to support
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teachers in implementing game-based pedagogy into their teaching practice. In this study, the
researcher investigated in-depth the four-teacher participant’s professional learning, as they
attempted to plan and implement (teach and assess) a GCA unit of work. Each of the four
teachers presented a different ‘case’ as part of the overall case study. Each teacher was
studied as a separate ‘case’ so that the researcher could gain insight into the individual
teacher’s ‘story’ and context. It is essential to note the role of the researcher within the action
research process; as such, the researcher represents a further ‘case’ within this study. Given
the researcher’s impact on the research process, the researcher’s biography is presented in
Appendix 3. The researcher’s stance is also presented above with the axiology of the study,
informing the overall case study.
Expanding on previous definitions (see Yin, 1981), Yin (2018) suggests that the definition of
a case study as a research method is twofold, explaining,
1. A case study is an empirical method that:
•

investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the ‘case’) in depth and within its
real-world context

•

the boundaries between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident;

2. A case study:
•

copes with the technically distinctive situation in which there will be many more
variables of interest than data points, and as one result

•

benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide design,
data collection, and analysis, and as another result

•

relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a
triangulating fashion
(Yin, 2018, p.61).

Consistent with Yin’s (2018) definition of case study research, these important features of
empirical methodology are evident within this study, since the researcher wants to understand
a ‘real-world case’ by observing the teachers whilst learning to design and implement a GCA
within their usual teaching environment. Such an understanding is believed to involve
important contextual conditions pertinent to this specific case (Yin & Davis, 2007). As such,
unlike other experimental research, that typically ignores or try to control the context, this
case study research deliberately sets out to investigate them. Often phenomena and context
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are not always distinguishable (Yin, 2018). Therefore, other methodological characteristics
are relevant such as the multiple methods of data collection employed including focus group
interviews, document analysis, observations and reflections and multiple data sources are
collected, providing rich data to analyse and generate findings. These data sources are
triangulated in order to corroborate the findings. The research design is clearly outlined,
justified and guided by the literature. The theoretical framework for this study is articulated,
providing a foundation for the research.

Action Research
Action Research (AR) is defined as, “a form of collective self-reflective inquiry undertaken
by participants in a social situation in order to improve rationality and justice of their own
social practices, as well as their understanding of the practices and situation in which these
practices are carried out” (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988, p. 5). The general aim of action
research is to generate new knowledge, offering descriptions, explanations and analyses for
action (McNiff & Whitehead, 2009). Kemmis (2009) indicates AR aims to change three
things, “practitioners’ practices, their understandings of their practices, and the conditions in
which they practise” (p.463). McNiff and Whitehead (2009) add to this suggesting that the
goal of AR is to “improve a personal or social situation”, where the research offers possible
explanations for action; and the findings ‘tell the story’ and “communicate the significance of
the action research for public legitimation” (p. 17). In the case of this study, the action aimed
to transform teaching practice to improve student learning outcomes. Thereby, the research
aimed to offer explanations about teachers professional learning when designing and
implementing GCAs. In essence, what elements of the professional learning worked and what
does not. In this way, the AR approach was central to both the research approach and the
design of the PD model posited within this thesis.
AR as a research approach, is a cyclical process where the researcher is engaged in the
continuous practice of reflection and adaptation. Kemmis and McTaggart’s (1988) AR
framework was used to guide the research process (see Figure 5). Their framework involves
the ongoing process of
I. Plan: develop a plan for improvement,
II. Act: implement the plan,
III. Observe: observe and document the effects of the plan, and
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IV. Reflect: reflect on the effects of the plan for further planning and informed action.
Figure 5. The Kemmis and McTaggart (1988) Action Research spiral/cycle (p.2)

AR research is often linked with improvements in teaching practice as an educational
strategy, promoting teacher self-improvement (Burns, 2000). Kemmis and McTaggart (1988)
explain that the central goal of AR is the improvement of teaching practice through
systematic investigation. AR intends to find out the proper actions to improve teaching skills
(Çorlu, 2005). It encourages group cooperation and cohesiveness, relates to creativity and
critical thinking and promotes change (Burns, 2000). AR does not only provide scientific
evidence to such actions that may improve teaching skills, but it also generates important
practitioner-relevant information (Çorlu, Niğdelioğlu, & Kaymak, 2008). In his later work,
Kemmis (2009) suggests that there are three aims to practitioner research, (i) change
practitioners’ practice, (ii) their understanding of their practices, and (iii) the conditions in
which they practice, arguing that this change could be achieved over time by closing the gap
between the roles of theorists and practitioners. In this setting, the AR aimed to change the
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teachers practice adopting game-based pedagogy; bridging the epistemological gap between
GCA theory and practice.
Significantly, many researchers link AR and critical reflection or reflective practice (see:
Kemmis and McTaggart, 1988; Leask, 2001; McNiff, 1993; Pollard, 2002). Leask (2001)
states, “action research is a term used to describe reflective practice” (p. 278), whilst McNiff
(1993) suggests that AR takes the form of critical reflection in action and on action.
Similarly, Bodner and MacIsaac (1995) describe AR as the process of self-reflective inquiry,
in which teachers systematically and critically reflect on their work and make changes in
their practice as a result of their reflection.
Since the intention in undertaking this research was to find out how best to support teachers
to make changes to their teaching practice; it was clear that this study would constitute a form
of action research. As such, Kemmis and McTaggart’s (1988) notable AR framework was
used to guide the research process, as well as the development of the PD model for learning.
In this setting, Kemmis and McTaggart (1988) notable AR framework, has been adapted to
this study’s context (see Figure 6), consisting of the ongoing process of:
1. Planning: develop a PD model to be delivered to teachers. Working out ways that
might individually, or collectively support the teachers to implement GCAs.
2. Acting: implement the PD model with teachers. Implementing the necessary support
to observe the impact on practice.
3. Observing: observe and document the effects of the PD. Gathering information
regarding the effectiveness of the support strategies and the realities and complexities
of the situation and practices.
4. Reflecting: reflect on the effects of the PD model for further planning and informed
action. Analysing the impact of the PD support
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Figure 6. Action research process used in this study

The process of critical reflection played a significant role in this study, informing both the
teachers’ practice and the professional development in terms of how to best support teachers
in implementing games-based pedagogy in their teaching practice. Each of the teachers and
the researcher were required to undertake the self-reflective inquiry required by the AR
process. The teachers were required to critically reflect on their work and make changes to
their practice resulting from their reflection. The research was required to reflect on the
teachers’ practice and the necessary support as part of the professional development being
offered.
The study context
In outlining the framework of the study, it is important to orientate the reader to the context
and background in which the research was conducted (Creswell, 2013). Stake (2000, 2005)
explains, these thick and detailed descriptions of the contexts that allow the reader to
experience vicariously the particular, ordinary or exceptional experiences and views of
others. As Flyvbjerg (2004) suggests, they provide a significant route to knowledge, as
readers compare how these cases are like or unlike their own experiences. Within this
section, detailed information will be provided associated with the research setting and study
participants.
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The research setting
The study site for this research was a New South Wales public education Secondary School
situated in the North Sydney region. The school is a culturally diverse, co-educational
specialist high school with a creative arts focus. The school population is 517 students from
years 7-12, with a teaching staff of 45. The school has a strong relationship between the
academic, physical, mental and socio-cultural needs of students, considering them of equal
importance and crucial to ensuring successful educational outcomes. The school offers a
well-balanced curriculum with a wide range of academic, creative, sporting, performing and
co-curricular experiences, including leadership opportunities. The Quality Teaching
Framework (NSW, DET, 2003) features extensively within the school curriculum binding
learning across the school and ensures that the needs of all students are met. A detailed
biography of the school and the teacher participants can be found in Appendix 5 and 6.
Study Participants
Burns (2000) suggests, “crucial to any successful case study of a group is the definition of the
group as a unit which separates it in some way from the general population” (p. 462).
Therefore, in selecting a group of participants for this study, it was essential that the group
not only identified with each other but also shared the same expectations and interacted in a
close way. The participant group was comprised of the teacher participants, student
participants, lead researcher and expert panel.

Teacher participants
The Personal Development, Health and Physical Education (PDHPE) faculty includes four
full-time health and physical education teachers. Two Male: Barry and Fred and two Female:
Jenna and Sarah (Please note pseudonyms have been used to protect the privacy of the
participants). Barry, Fred and Jenna are all permanent members of staff at the school, while
Jenna is a full-time temporary member of staff. Barry is 55, with over 30 years of teaching
experience and has taught at the school for 19 years. He also takes on the whole school role
of sports organiser. Fred and Jenna are in their late thirties. Jenna has been at the school for
13 years and takes on a wider school role as year 12, year coordinator. Fred has been at the
school for nine years and takes on the assistant year coordinator role for year 11. Sarah is a
newly qualified teacher and has been teaching at the site school for the last two years, since
finishing University.
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The teachers in this study had a varying range of teaching experience. Jenna, Fred and Barry
were experienced teachers having taught for many years and were very established at the
school. Sarah was a newly qualified teacher, completing her undergraduate degree two years
earlier, taking up a temporary position at the school. The teachers had been involved in some
limited PD opportunities in supporting implementation and programming of the New South
Wales syllabus, which had quality teaching and GCA elements housed within but had
received no specific PD in the implementation of GCAs. Three of the four teachers
demonstrated an unfamiliarity with the approach and despite their experience in teaching in
general, had little if any experience in using GCAs in practice. More detailed biographies of
the teachers, which outlines their teaching experience and practice can be found in Appendix
6.
Student participants
The student participants of the study include three Year 9 PDHPE classes. Classes were
mixed gender and homogenous. Class sizes were 22, 24 and 25, with a total of 71 student
participants engaged in the PE lessons as part of the study. These classes were purposefully
selected, based on the teachers’ belief that they were the most suitable group to be taught
using game-based pedagogy. The three Year 9 classes were timetabled for PE at the same
time on a Wednesday and Friday of week A and Thursday and Friday of week B. The
teachers also believed this to be beneficial to the study since they could team-teach the
classes if they wanted to, and it also allowed for better collaboration. Since Fred withdrew
from the study before the implementation stage, there were only 2 classes engaged in the PE
lessons as part of this study; Sarah’s class of 22 and Jenna’s class of 25, a total of 47 students.
The cohort of students chosen for this study was selected based on the teachers’ belief that
they would be the most receptive to GCAs and that they demonstrated the perceived
characteristics the teachers deemed essential for this study, that is, they were well behaved
and more physically able. However, the group of students used within this study had not
previously been taught using games-based pedagogy.

Lead researcher
Unlike classical research, the role of the researcher in Action Research is fundamentally
different where the researcher may adopt completely different roles (Burns, 2000). Similarly,
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in case study research, researchers are “rarely total participants or total observers (Bruns,
2000, p. 462). In this study, the researcher’s role was multi-faceted, assuming several
responsibilities, including initiating the research, being the person whom the participants
approach for advice and being the PD provider. The researcher assumed the role, Reinking
and Bradley (2008) term, ‘purposeful agent of change’, where the researcher worked closely
with teachers to implement interventions that work to positively affect the intervention to
make it more conducive for teachers’ productive use in their journey of teaching and
learning. The researcher worked closely with the teachers, supporting them to implement the
GCA unit and lessons and explore what support they needed when implementing this gamebased pedagogy. Burns (2000) advocates this combination of a teachers and researcher,
suggestions it is a “useful way to get actions research on the road, although, warns of the
danger of the “‘outsider’ or ‘consultant’ or ‘facilitator’ role” (p.456). Heeding this advice, the
researcher was particularly aware of ensuring the teachers were active in the ‘self-reflective’
spiral of planning, acting, observing and reflecting.
Creswell (2007) defined a similar role as ‘participant observer’ where the research is
immersed in the research setting. The researcher is engaged with the ongoing social
interactions of the participants both in the way of active participation and observation.
Essentially, the researcher in this study was embedded in the field of research and immersed
in the social interactions of the teachers. However, the researcher’s role entailed more than
just observation. The researcher not only participated and observed but she also created and
adapted the professional development. The researcher refined the teachers teaching practice
based on the reflections and observations, as a means of supporting the successful
implementation of the GCA unit and lessons.
The important part of using AR to inform the PD model and to guide the research process
was that it allowed the researcher to act as a ‘purposeful agent of change’ (Reinking &
Bradley, 2008). The cyclic process of planning, acting, observing and reflecting allowed
adaptions to be made in-situ and action to be taken as a result of the ongoing reflections on
practice. Within this perspective, the researcher worked as an agent on behalf or with the
teachers to develop and provide professional development that supported the teachers to
successfully implementing game-based pedagogy in their teaching practice. The researcher
was an active agent, involved in the co-construction of the units and lesson plans, the
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implementation of the lessons, along with the observation and reflection, and the day-to-day
interaction related to the professional development and the lesson implementation.

Expert panel
As part of the PD process, an expert panel comprised of three male University PDHPE
lecturers, specialising in games-based pedagogy, was formed to validate the teachers’ GCA
practice, ensuring authenticity of GCAs. The expert panel also played a supportive role in the
OPD process, providing advice and guidance on the teachers planning and implementation of
the games-based pedagogy whilst ensuring authenticity to the model. All three lecturers were
from the University of Wollongong, teaching in the Physical Education Teacher Education
program and had extensive research and teaching experience in GCAs. The main purpose of
this expert panel was to provide the researcher with specific feedback and advice about
GCAs, ensuring the fidelity of practice and the teachers’ authenticity to the model, within the
PD framework. The expert panel was used for peer debriefing in the research process,
enhancing the trustworthiness and credibility of the research.
Ethical considerations
Ethical considerations are paramount to research to protect the interests of those who take
part in a study (Flick, 2009). As such, codes of ethics and ethics committees have been
developed to protect those involved in the research. This study was conducted within the
guidelines established by the Human Research Ethics Review Committee of Wollongong
University (see Appendix 7 for the ethics approval). Ethical approval was also obtained from
the New South Wales, Department of Education and Communities (NSW, DEC), in line with
the State Education Research Applications Process (SERAP) (see Appendix 8 for the SERAP
approval letter). The NSW, DEC needs to ensure that any research conducted in a
government school is of high quality is consistent with the provisions of the National
Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research and supports departmental goals and
strategic directions. Ethical considerations ensuring the respect and protection of participants
were of prime concern during this study. As such, this study observed all ethical
considerations regarding privacy, anonymity, sensitivity, confidentiality, risk and harm and
proper measures were taken to ensure this observance.
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Minimisation of risk or harm
Codes of ethics require that research should avoid “harming the participants, including not
invading their privacy and not deceiving them about the research’s aims” (Flick, 2009, p.37).
Child protection and duty of care feature highly on the criteria for approval under the State
Education Research Applications Process (SERAP). The Department of Education (Nd)
upholds a “common law duty to ensure that reasonable steps are taken to protect students at
all times from risks that are reasonably foreseeable, including physical, psychological and
other forms of harm” (NSW DEC, Nd). Atkins and Wallace (2012) remind researchers that
harm may not just include the immediate consequences for participants, but also include
future consequences for those involved in the research.
This study ensured that no students were exposed to risk or that their educational progress or
well-being was adversely affected. Students did not miss any part of the curriculum or
educational opportunities. Neither did this research aim to affect the teacher participants
within this study adversely. The nature of the study involves a personal and collaborative
reflection on their teaching. By its very nature, this may prove to be a sensitive issue. Every
effort was made to create a supportive sharing environment, where teachers felt valued and
safe to share information. As such, the teacher participants were treated like co-researchers.
They were actively involved in each step of the action research process, working
collaboratively to explore the process of teacher professional learning and teaching games.
The study demanded time to plan and share ideas and reflections; every effort was made to
make sure this time was flexible and convenient for the teacher participants. Further to this,
timetabling and school commitments were also taken into consideration.

Sensitivity and respect
Every effort was made in this study to ensure that all participants involved (teachers and
students) will be treated with sensitivity and with due regard to their personal and private
lives and their cultural, religious and other beliefs. Participants have the right to refuse
participation at any point during this study.
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Informed consent
Informed consent, where participants are fully informed of the nature and purpose of the
research and recruited without coercion, is the most fundamental principle of qualitative
research (Burns 2000). Flick (2009) suggests that a general rule for participation in
sociological investigations is that it is voluntary, where participants are provided with the
fullest possible information about the goals and methods of the research. The NSW, DEC
(2015) requires that active consent be granted for all participants, “active consent requires
that participants provide written consent to participate in the proposed research (p.7). Atkins
and Wallace (2012) advise that “making consent as informed as possible demonstrates
respect for individuals’ autonomy since they are able to make a more objective personal
decision about the implications of participating and also, in some cases, about withdrawing
from the study if they come to feel that they no longer wish to participate” (p. 32). In this
study, all teacher participants were given an information letter that provided details in
relation to the aims and intentions of the study before they participate (see Appendix 9). They
were also provided with detailed information in which they could make a realistic judgement
on the expectations of the study and any possible consequences of taking part. From this,
consent from each teacher participant was obtained in writing (see Appendix 10).
Voluntary participation
Only those who are voluntarily participating and have been informed about the study should
be involved in the data collection (Flick, 2011). Burns (2000) warns of the implications of
using volunteering participants, suggesting they are not likely a random sample of the
population. Participation in this study relied on recruitment through the Pedagogical
Laboratory for Physical Education and Sport at UOW. All participants in this research
voluntarily agreed to participate in the data collection methods. All participants were
informed that they could refuse to take part in the study at any time and that all information
and data obtained within the study will have no impact on their relationship with their
researcher or University or position at the school.
Privacy and confidentiality
Confidentiality issues relating to anonymity and use of data need to be made clear to the
participants. Only the researcher, expert body and the teacher participants will have access to
the information obtained in this study. Burns (2000) suggests that it is “extremely important
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to ensure that responses to personal questions, scores on tests etc. are confidential and
anonymous so that the reader of the research would be unable to deduce the identity of the
individual” (p.20). Therefore, all identifiable information will be removed when reporting on
the data. Pseudonyms will be used to identify participants in any publications (thesis, journal
article or conference paper). Data collection will be treated with sensitivity and
confidentiality. Additionally, if the teachers’ consent, they will receive credit and
acknowledgement for their contribution.

Recruitment
The University of Wollongong (UOW), Pedagogical Laboratory for Physical Education and
Sport provided the link between the research team and potential participants. Interested
teachers participating in this established network were approached and provided with the
information regarding the study and participant requirements. Principals of interested teacher
participants were also contacted and provided the relevant information so they could help
their teachers/faculty make an informed choice in participating in this research project.

A purposeful sample of teachers interested in conducting a professional learning intervention
was selected from the established network of professionals within the UOW Pedagogical
Laboratory for Physical Education and Sport. This sample consisted of four PDHPE teachers
within the one school’s PDHPE faculty. Purposive sampling where “a case is selected
because it serves the real purpose and objectives of the researcher of discovering, gaining
insight and understanding into a particularly chosen phenomenon” (Burns, 2000, p.465) is
often applied in case study research. In the case of this study, the teacher participants
presented a ‘typical case’, highlighting the average PDHPE teacher, within a typical school
setting. The teacher participant also presented a ‘convenient case’ sample given their
availability through being linked to a network and also volunteering their participation.
All four participants volunteered to participate in this research. They were given information
letters and engaged in a pre-research information session, where they were informed of the
requirements of the study. They were asked to provide written consent before engaging in the
research study.
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Game Centred Approach and Fidelity
Game-Centred Approach in Practice
Researchers investigating models-based practice such as GCAs have been criticised for
insufficiently reporting fidelity measures (O’Donnell, 2008; Hastie & Casey, 2014). For that
reason, this study reports on the key elements of model-based practice as reported by Hastie
and Casey (2014). Reporting these elements ensures the study provides a sufficient report of
the methods used, allowing the readers to gain an accurate and complete understanding of the
result reported in this research. These key elements include,
I. rich description of the curricular elements of the unit,
II. a detailed validation of model implementation, and
III. a detailed description of the program context that includes the previous experiences of
the teacher and students with the model or with models-based practice.
(Hastie & Casey, 2014)
Curricular elements of the unit and the validation measures used are outlined below. A
detailed description of the teachers’ previous experiences with GCAs is provided in their
biographies (Appendix 6) to provide program context. Further context is provided in the
participant section above, where it was evident that the teachers’ and students’ prior
experiences with GCAs were limited. The teachers’ limited experience with GCAs is also
clearly illustrated within the results.
Description of the curricular elements of the unit
Hastie and Casey (2014) argue that any research reporting on pedagogical models detail the
“curricular aspects of the intervention” and include a “comprehensive account of the unit of
work completed by the student” (p.424). In response, a detailed description of the curricular
aspects of the pedagogical model used within this study and the unit of work designed and
implemented with the teachers and students is provided. The teachers designed an invasion
games unit of work, with each teacher using the unit to plan their individual lessons within
their chosen sport. For Sarah, this was in Soccer, Jenna in Netball, and Fred and Barry in
Touch.
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The Tactical Games Model – A Game-Centred Approach
The Tactical Games Model (TGM) (Griffin, Mitchell, & Oslin, 2006) was chosen as the
pedagogical model to scaffold the teachers’ learning of GCAs and the framework for their
implementation of games-based pedagogy. The TGM was chosen as the specific model of
GCAs since it encourages teachers to structure lessons so that students are engaged in a series
of purposeful learning experiences (Game 1, Q&A, situated practice, and Game 2) through
small-sided, modified games and critical thinking opportunities, where they are encouraged
to solve tactical problems. Griffin, Dodds, and Rovegno (1996) identified TGM as a way for
teachers to demonstrate Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) (Shulman, 1986) in physical
education. They suggest that using the TGM, “conceptualises the purpose of teaching games,
offers a curricular knowledge base, provides instructional strategies, and proposes levels of
students’ knowledge to create more powerful PCK” (Griffin, Dodds, & Rovegno, 1996, p.
58). Metzler (2011) outlines the Tactical Games Model (TGM) in his book ‘Instructional
Models for Physical Education’. He provides a detailed overview of the foundations and
features of the model, along with the implementation needs and modifications required for
implementation. Metzler (2011) also outlines the validation and verification measures that
measure the degree of faithfulness in which the model has been implemented. As such,
Metzler’s (2011) ‘tactical games teachers’ benchmarks’ were used as a ‘blueprint’ or guide to
describe the instructional processes, content organisation, task structures and sequence of
learning, to support the teachers learning. They were also used as a verification measure for
the successful implementation of GCAs. In this thesis, analysis using the observational
benchmark tool provided a lens through which to assess and make a judgment on teacher
PCK of GCAs.
As guided by the TGM, games and game situations were built into a purposeful whole-partwhole sequence of TGM learning situations (Game 1, Q & A, Practice, and Game 2) to help
students develop tactical awareness and improve their overall games playing/game
performance (Mitchell, Oslin, & Griffin, 2006). See Appendices (Appendix 11 & 12) for unit
and lesson plan template provided to the teachers to scaffold their planning. Lesson delivery
was concept-based, where teachers were encouraged to set a tactical problem to be solved
within the lesson, and subsequent earning experiences were purposefully designed to guide
students in solving the tactical problem. Small-sided, modified and conditioned games were
used, for example, uneven teams with weighted offence and defence (e.g. 2v3) and adapted
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playing areas (e.g. varying the length and width of the playing fields). The teachers were
encouraged to build problem-solving into the lesson by stopping individual students, groups
of students or the whole game and asking questions. Mitchell, Oslin, and Griffin (2006)
resource was used to guide the tactical problems to be solved. Herein, this research refers to
the TGM as a GCA making the connection with the pedagogical concept.

Instructional time
On commencing this study, it was anticipated that the research would span two cycles of AR,
studying the teachers’ implementation of two GCA units of work. It was intended that each
unit of work would include ten lessons, over a five to six-week period. This time span was
deemed to be ongoing and continuous for the PD. However, due to a range of contextual
factors including timetable constraints and class changes; whole school activities consuming
PDHPE lesson time, such as assemblies, excursions; teacher absence, Year 12 leavers
ceremonies; the research only reports one cycle of research, conducted over one unit of work
of six-lessons for Jenna and five lessons for Sarah. Sarah was not able to deliver her final
lesson as a result of a History excursion conducted with the entire year group, taking the
students out of their scheduled PE lesson. Lessons ran for 60 minutes each with a total of 300
minutes instruction time for Sarah and 360 minutes instruction time for Jenna.
Validation of model implementation
The GCA research has advocated for the articulation of verification approaches used in GCA
research, where a growing body of research now includes established benchmarks (e.g.
Greco, Memmert & Morales, 2010; Harvey 2009; Jarrett, 2011; Harvey, Cushion, & MassaGonzalez, 2010; Harvey, Cushion, Wegis & Massa-Gonzalez, 2010; Memmert, 2006, 2007).
Hastie and Casey (2014) argue that providing validation of model fidelity is crucial to show
that the instruction is consistent with the accepted standards of the given model. Similarly,
Harvey and Jarrett (2014) and Jarrett and Harvey (2016) suggest that articulating the
verification process may help practitioners with the implementation of GCAs. As such, it was
essential to articulate the verification procedures used in this study.
This study draws on the research and uses Metzler’s (2011) eight ‘tactical games teacher
benchmarks’ that identify pedagogical behaviours necessary for the delivery of the GCA.
These benchmarks present verification of the GCA instructional process to ensure that the
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model has been “designed and implemented with an acceptable degree of faithfulness,
increasing the likelihood that the stated student learning outcomes will be achieved”
(Metzler, 2011, p. 375). These benchmark elements are as follows:
1. The teacher uses a tactical problem as the organising centre for learning tasks
2. The teacher begins unit segment with a game form to assess student knowledge
3. The teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from the game form
4. The teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve the tactical problem
5. The teacher uses clear communications for situated learning tasks
6. The teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning tasks
7. The teacher provides a review that includes the tactical problems of the lesson
8. Assessment
(Metzler, 2011, p. 376)
Non-negotiable elements for the authentic implementation of GCAs
While Metzler’s (2001) ‘tactical games teacher benchmarks’ offer key criteria to determine if
the teacher is ‘doing the model’ or authentically implementing the model, it has been
suggested that not all benchmarks need to be met when using curriculum models (Hastie &
Casey, 2014). Nevertheless, all benchmark elements were examined since this allowed the
researcher to identify what knowledge and understanding were already established and what
areas were needed. Following the lead of Gurvitch, Blankenship, Metzler, and Lund (2008),
Harvey, Gil-Arias, Smith, & Smith (2017) and Harvey and Robertson (2017) four key
‘non- negotiable’ teacher benchmarks, which included: teacher uses tactical problems as the
organising centre for the learning tasks, the teacher begins each lesson with a game form to
assess students’ knowledge, the teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve
tactical problems, the teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning
tasks, were highlighted and ‘non-negotiable elements.

Faithful Implementation of a Game Centred Approach (GCA)
Faithful or authentic implementation of the TGM, or in this case GCA, should support the
expected learning outcomes (e.g., improved games playing) for the model (Metzler, 2005).
Therefore, faithful implementation of the GCA was observed through the teachers’ efforts to
plan and implement lessons that demonstrate a version of the GCA during the instructional
unit. That is, the unit and lesson plans, along with lesson observations, showed alignment
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with the GCA and associated benchmark and the four ‘non-negotiable’ elements. For
example, if a reasonable version of GCA was used, small-sided modified games are built into
a purposeful sequence of learning situations (Game 1, Q & A, Practice, and Game 2) and skill
practice is situated in game-like situations that help students transfer improved skills and
movements to future games playing. Also, a tactical problem serves as the learning focus that
permeates all aspects of the GCA lesson. The additional benefit of documenting planning and
teaching is that teachers will have examples of faithful implementation of the GCA in
physical education for future learning, to support the ongoing implementation of GCAs.
The data collection process
In qualitative studies of this nature, Burns (2000) advocates the collection of multiple sources
of data, maintaining a chain of evidence and recording data when collecting data in case
study research. The triangulation of multiple and different sources, methods, investigators
and theories provide corroborating evidence, improving the reliability and validity of data
and findings (Burns, 2000; Creswell, 2013). As such, multiple methods of data collection
were used as part of this study, including focus group interviews, teacher reflections,
researcher reflection journal, lesson observations and documentation sources including unit
plans, lesson plans, and assessment tasks, email correspondence, and chat dialogue in Google
Docs (see Table 3). These data sources were used in triangulation with each other to
strengthen and support the evidence gained during data analysis.
As prescribed by the Action Research (AR) process, data collection and data analysis
occurred simultaneously throughout the course of the study. Guided by Kemmis and
McTaggart’s (1988) plan, act, observe and reflect AR framework, data collection and
analysis was conducted across the four PD phases, that is, the needs assessment, planning,
implementation and evaluation. The phases of data collection and the corresponding sources
of data are illustrated in Table 3. As such, multiple methods of data collection were used as
part of this study, including documentation sources including focus group interview, email
correspondence, researcher reflection journal, document analysis, teacher reflections, and
lesson observations.
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Focus group interview
Focus group interviews were chosen for this study because they provide the researcher with
the opportunity to study opinions and are believed to provide rich data, since participants are
more likely to provide more information than one-to-one interviews, allowing a more detailed
investigation into events (Burns, 2000, Flick, 2011). Focus group interviews encourage
multiple interactions between group members as a means of obtaining data and are useful in
establishing participants’ reactions to the proposed change and evaluating new programs and
procedures (Gratton & Jones, 2010, Dickson, 2000). In the case of this study, the focus group
interviews provided the teachers with a forum to share practice and reflect on their lessons.
The teacher focus groups provided a collaborative space where the teachers, along with the
researcher, were encouraged to support each other in implementing game-centred pedagogy
and share resources and ideas, as with the conditions of a Professional Learning Community
(PLC). The researcher was able to use these interviews to gather data regarding the teachers’
opinions and reactions to both the PD model posited and the implemented pedagogy.
Bellenger et al. (1976) highlighted, “The one thing on which everyone agrees with respect to
focus group interviews is that the moderator’s role is of prime importance to the success” (p.
13). In this setting, the researcher played the role of ‘facilitator or moderator’ (Thomas,
2009), trying to promote discussion among participants. Often the researcher took a more
active role in the discussion to try and promote dialogue, particularly at the beginning of the
study. However, once the teachers were more familiar with the format and more comfortable
with the researcher, the conversation flowed more freely, allowing the researcher to take a
less active role and observe the teachers’ response and interactions.
Fifteen teacher focus groups were conducted across the four research phases (see Table 3).
These focus groups involved the researcher and the participating teachers, although not all
teachers participated in every interview (see Table 3 for participants). The focus group
interviews lasted between 35-45 minutes and were audio-recorded using a mobile application
that stored and dated the recording. These interviews were later transcribed verbatim for
analysis and imported into NVivo version 9 (QSR International, 2010).
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Semi-structured format
Interviews can be categorised as structured, unstructured or semi-structured, where a semistructured format was selected for the focus groups in this study. Thomas (2009) believes that
“the semi-structured interview provides the best of both worlds as far as interviewing is
concerned, combining the structure of a list of issues to be covered together with the freedom
to follow up points as necessary” (p. 164). As such, a semi-structured format of prescribed
open-ended questions was used when conducting the focus group interviews (see Appendix
13), permitting greater flexibility and more valid responses from the participants’ perception
of events (Burns, 2000). Heeding Creswell’s (2013) advise an interview protocol was
designed to keep the interview on track and to log a detailed account of the interview details
(see Appendix 14). Interview protocols have been described as “a predesigned form used to
record information collected during an observation or interview” (Creswell, 2007, p. 135) or
“a guide of the general issues they [researchers] wish to cover” (Burns, 2000, p.428). The
interview protocols used within this study were comprised using interactive google docs, with
five to seven open-ended questions developed from the research question and areas that
sought further clarification from preceding discussions (see Appendix 13). The purpose of
each PD phase also guided the questioning. Thomas (2009) suggests that an open-ended
question “is one that allows respondents to reply in whatever way they wish” (p. 162). As
such, the teachers we allowed to freely reply to the questions.

Recording procedures
All interviews were recorded and later transcribed, enabling the researcher to be part of the
interview; not having to take notes enables the researcher to take part in the conversation
naturally (Burns, 2000). An electronic voice-recording app on the iPhone was used which had
an adequate microphone and allowed recordings to be labelled accordingly, stored
chronologically and downloaded into various file formats. Creswell (2007) further suggests,
“care must be taken to encourage all participants to talk and to monitor individuals who may
dominate the conversation” (p. 164). The researcher invited responses from all participants,
trying to engage them in a discussion through eliciting responses through storytelling and
getting the teachers to tell a story about themselves or an event. A funnelling approach was
used where the researcher “gradually guides the direction of the interview by commencing
with broad general questions and focussing progressively onto the topic with more specific
questions” (Burns, 2000, p.429). Once transcribed, the interview transcripts were uploaded
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and shared with the participants via Google Docs, a collaborative word processing platform,
where the teachers were encouraged to read the transcripts, ensuring they were a true and
accurate account of what was discussed.

Documentation
A range of documents was collected and analysed during this research. These included
electronic (email) communications and teacher developed plans and resources. Thomas
(2009) suggested that “gathering data from documents represents an entirely different
proposition from gathering data from people” (p. 170). When studying a culture, social
setting or phenomenon, collecting and analysing the texts and artefacts produced and used by
members can foster understanding (Silverman, 2001).
Electronic communication
With the continuing development of technology and its potential for communication, there
has been an increase in the use of online data collection in social research (Parker, 2008),
with many researchers using the internet and email as a method of engaging with respondents
(Kralik, 2002; Parris, 2008). Using electronic communication such as email as a data source
is advantageous since it saves time in transcription and is already marked with the time and
date details (Parris, 2008). In this study, electronic communication occurred through both
email and the Google Doc chat function. Email correspondence between the participating
teachers, school executive (e.g. Principal and Deputy Principal) and the researcher
throughout the study were used as sources of data. Conversations between the researcher and
the participants provided within the Google Doc chat function were also used as data. The
intent of collecting this chat data was that these illustrated the dialogue occurring throughout
the process. It should be noted that the informal nature of the data collected through
electronic communication provided the researcher with insight into some of the thoughts,
experiences and perceptions of the study participants.

Teacher developed plans and resources
In this study, the unit plans and lesson plans were used as artefacts to measure and evaluate
the teachers’ ability to design educational experiences grounded within the GCA. These
documents were prepared collaboratively during the planning and implementation phases
(Phase B and C) of the PD model. The teachers were provided with a unit plan, lesson plan
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and assessment proforma (see Appendix11, 12, 15 & 16) using the web-based application
Google Docs. The use of Google Docs and consistent proformas assisted in scaffolding their
planning and allowed the documents to be created, edited, stored and shared online. Privacy
settings allowed only the relevant participants to be able to access the documents. The
‘comments’ features allowed a running dialogue throughout the process, even if the
participants were not in the same space. All participants, including the researcher and expert
body, could access these documents at any time. Throughout Phase B and C, one-unit plan,
10 lesson plans and one teacher and one peer assessment task were collected. A sample
lesson plan is provided in Appendix 17.

Researcher reflection journal
As Creswell (2013) advocates, “Journaling is a popular data collection process in case studies
and narrative research” (p.175). Thomas (2009) believes that keeping a diary or journal
throughout the research process “is an invaluable data-gathering tool for the researcher”
(p.166). In this study, the researcher kept a reflection journal, making a record of any
observations, thoughts, feelings, actions, responses, conversations, that resulted from being
engaged in the research process. Immediately after each session in the field, both following
the lesson observation and teacher focus group interview, the researcher recorded a range of
information in written form, using a reflection journal. The reflections recorded in the
researcher’s journal presented her own interpretations of the event and allowed a further
perspective to be explored, not only as an expert but as an observer embedded in the process.
The researcher noted down 27 reflections in her reflective journal. A proforma was used to
gather the researcher’s reflections, so that contextual information such as the time, date,
venue and subjects could be recorded (see Appendix 18).

Post-teaching reflective analysis (PTRA)
The PDHPE teachers were provided with a post-teaching reflective analysis (PTRA) (Dyson,
1994) to individually reflect on the implementation of their GCA lessons. The PTRA
involved seven questions or writing cues that invited the teachers to reflect on their goals for
the lesson, how they met their goals, positive and negative aspects of the lesson any changes
they would make, along with a reflection on the learning outcomes and goal setting for
subsequent lessons (see Appendix 4). The teachers were asked to complete the PTRA after
every lesson, recording their thoughts, reflection and evaluation of the lesson. As such, a total
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of 11 reflections were collected. Each PTRA formed part of an ongoing reflection and
evaluation of the intervention throughout the AR process. Additionally, as a result of the
findings through the action research process following the initial needs assessment and
planning phase, Meltzer’s ‘Tactical Games Teacher Benchmarks’ elements were added to the
reflective tool as an evaluation stimulus and to support learning in GCAs. The revised PTRA
can be found in Appendix 19. The benchmarks directed the teachers to the patterns of teacher
operations that should happen in GCAs. The teachers were encouraged to reflect on the
teaching and learning strategies used within the lesson and how the students responded. The
benchmarks were used so that both the teacher and the researcher could make a judgment on
whether their teaching approach resembled that of a GCAs.

Lesson observations
Lesson observations were one of the primary methods of data collection during the
implementation phase (Phase C). Creswell (2013) stated, “observation is one of the key tools
for collecting data in qualitative research” (p.166). Observations in qualitative research
involve taking detailed field notes on the behaviours and activities of individuals at the
research site (Creswell, 2009). In this case, it involved taking detailed notes of the teachers’
actions while delivering and of the students’ actions as they engaged in the lesson. There are
numerous advantages of using observations as a data source, for example, they provide a
first-hand experience with the participants, information is recorded as it happens and the
incident is recorded in its natural setting, allowing the research to observe a wide variety of
aspects (Creswell, 2009; Gratton & Jones, 2010). Although, observations can also be
intrusive for the participants and have problems associated with bias, particularly if the
researcher becomes too actively involved (Bruns, 2000). The presence of the researcher may
even affect the participants behaviour, or the researcher might misinterpret the situation
(Burns, 2000; Creswell, 2009; Gratton & Jones, 2010).
Lesson observations were critical to this study, providing data concerning the teachers’
implementation of the GCA. Observations were gathered through the implementation phase
(Phase C) of this research. Each of the teachers’ five lessons was observed. The researcher
made detailed reflective notes during the observations of the teachers’ lessons. These detailed
notes allowed the researcher to gain and understanding of what elements of GCAs were being
implemented and whether what was being delivered resembled game-centred practice.
125

Recording procedures for lesson observations
Recordings were made of the teachers’ lessons in order to verify analysis later using the
observational benchmark tool, where Meltzer’s benchmarks were used as a verification of
instructional processes, verifying that the teachers had implemented the model in the way it
was designed. An iPad was set up on a tripod capturing the full view of each lesson, allowing
both the teacher and students actions to be recorded. These recordings also helped deal with
issues of bias due to the researchers’ role in the research. The researcher was able to share the
teachers’ practice with the expert panel, gaining a second opinion on their GCA
implementation and verifying her analysis using the benchmark tool. It also supported the
sharing of practice with and between the teachers and allowed for a library of ‘best practice’
to be created for future and ongoing professional learning.
Phases of Data Collection
Data collection took place throughout four consecutive PD phases, as espoused within the PD
model proposed within this research study. Each phase had a different educational focus and
used different data sources aimed at contributing to understanding the overall aim of the
study. The purpose of each data collection phase, data collection sources and timeframe are
provided in Table 3.
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Table 3. Data collection phases, purpose and sources.

Phase

Purpose

Focus Group
Interview

Phase
A:

Needs Assessment and
Introductory Workshop:
Introduce GCAs & establish a
knowledge and understanding
baseline for learning.
Planning/Designing: develop
GCA unit overview and lesson
plans

4: Sarah,
Jenna, Fred,
Barry, and
researcher

Phase
B:

5: Sarah and
Jenna
(occasionall
y Barry) and
researcher

Phase
C:

Implementation: implement the 4: Sarah,
GCAs unit/lessons plans
Jenna and
researcher

Phase
D:

Lesson Evaluation: reflect on
the effects of the unit and
lessons for further planning
and informed action

2: Sarah,
Jenna and
researcher

Document
Analysis

Data Source
Teacher
Lesson
Reflections
Observations
(PTRA)

1-unit plan
6 lesson
plans (Sarah
& Jenna)
1 teacher
assessment
2 peer
assessments
5: Sarah
6: Jenna

5: Sarah
6: Jenna

Researcher
reflections
(journal)
13

E-mail
corresponde
nce
8

4

2

8

11

2

Timeframe
Term 1, 2014
Week 4 - Week
11
(20th March –
11th April)
Term 2, 2014
Week 1 -3
(28th April –
16th May)

Term 2, 2014
Week 4 - Week
10
(20th May – 28th
June)
Term 2, 2014
Week 4 - Week
10
(19th May – 18th
June)
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Approaches to data analysis
The goal of qualitative data analysis is to discover emerging themes, patterns, concepts,
insights, and understandings (Patton, 2002). In order to do this, a hybrid approach to data
analysis was adopted, combining both inductive and deductive methods, as appropriated by
the data collected. Guided by the AR process, data analysis was cyclical, focused on
planning, action and fact-finding (Lewin, 1946). Similar to Casey and Dyson’s (2009) study,
data analysis occurred on three levels. The first phase of data analysis occurred immediately
‘on the spot’ whilst the teacher was planning or delivering their lessons. Due to the situated
nature of the PD; since the researcher was embedded within the teachers’ environment and
she was able to identify and respond to the teachers learning needs as they emerged. The
second phase of analysis involved the systematic collection and organisation of data,
followed by the analysis using inductive analysis, deductive analysis and constant
comparison (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Inductive analysis was
conducted with all the data collection measures except for one data collection measure.
Deductive analysis using a pre-designed observational benchmark tool was also used to
analyse the data at this stage. The observational tool was designed using Metzler’s (2011)
‘tactical games teacher benchmarks’ as a checklist, to analyse the unit and lesson plans and
lesson observations. Both inductive and deductive forms of analysis were chosen in order to
provide a more complete understanding of the teachers’ needs. The majority of data collected
allowed for an open analysis, allowing the researcher to explore the complexity of PD and the
associated needs of the teachers. Deductive analysis was used to examine the specific
elements of the PD that aligned with the instructional approach of GCA. The deductive
analysis provided a means of supporting and verifying the inductive analysis. As such,
findings from these analyses were grounded in the specific context of the action research
process; where the researcher was able to identify the teachers learning needs through the ‘on
the spot’ analysis and make subsequent changes to the PD, ensuring the teachers’ needs were
met and their implementation of GCAs was supported.
The third phase of analysis engaged the teachers in the analysis process, where the teachers
were encouraged to reflect on their teaching and identify their own specific needs. Engaging
the teachers in the analysis process allowed for changes to be made to teaching practice and
provided additional time for reflection and observation if it was required. This interpretive
approach to data analysis enabled the teachers’ voices to be described and interpreted
throughout each phase of the action research cycle and the entire PD process. Having the
128

teachers’ voice present through the process is important with qualitative research, particularly
research within this theoretical framework where the aim is to empower teachers to learn in
their professional context. The final level of analysis involved peer briefing with the expert
body and triangulation of the data. The researcher and the expert body analysed and
discussed the data both at the time of the research and during the writing of this paper.
Inductive analysis and constant comparison
Inductive analysis and constant comparison of qualitative data combine category coding with
a simultaneous comparison of all ‘units of meaning’ obtained (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
Inductive analysis is the method of coding data without trying to fit it into a pre-existing
coding frame or the researcher’s analytic preconceptions (Nowell, Norris, White, Moules,
2017). As such, this form of thematic analysis is data-driven (Braun & Clarke, 2006) and
theory generating. Inductive analysis aims to “systematically generate theory grounded in
specific instances of empirical observation” (Thorpe & Holt, 2008, pg. 112). The patterns,
themes, and categories of analysis “emerge out of the data rather than being imposed on them
prior to data collection and analysis” (Patton, 1990, p. 390). The theory emerges from the
data in the first instance. Then the next data set is evaluated and compared with reference to
the emerging theory. Each round of data collection was compared and analysed with
reference to the tentative theory. Constant comparison provides the opportunity to identify
relationships in and across data, and to organise findings into themes. Holton (2007) states,
“the purpose of constant comparison is to see if the data support and continue to support
emerging categories” (p.277). Glaser and Strauss (cited in Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 339)
identify four distinct phases to the constant comparison method. These include:
1. comparing incidents applicable to each category,
2. integrating categories and their properties,
3. delimiting the theory, and
4. writing the theory. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 339)
According to Dye, Schatz, Rosenberg, and Coleman (2000) “as social phenomena are
recorded and classified, they are also compared across categories. Thus, hypothesis
generation (relationship discovery) begins with the analysis of initial observations” (p.2). The
process undergoes continuous refinement throughout the data collection and analysis process.
This study closely followed these guidelines when analysing the data.
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Deductive analysis using the observational Benchmark tool
In direct contrast to inductive analysis, deductive analysis is driven by the researcher’s
theoretical or analytic interest, where a conceptual and theoretical structure is pre-constructed
and is tested through, observation, providing a more detailed analysis of some aspect of the
data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). A deductive approach was used in this study to analyse the
teachers’ unit and lesson plans in the planning phase and their lesson delivery in the
implementation phase. The researcher’s analytical interest in this case, was focused on
verifying the GCA lessons and observing the teacher’s implementation of GCAs. In a
deductive approach, the themes and codes are pre-selected, in the case of this study, this was
done using Metzler’s (2011) ‘tactical games teacher benchmarks’, which were used to design
an observational benchmark tool, providing a verification measure of instructional processes.
The deductive analysis provided a means of informing and supporting or refuting the
emergent themes identified within the inductive analysis.

Observational benchmark tool
The observational benchmark tool designed using Metzler’s (2011) ‘tactical games teacher
benchmarks’ was used to deductively analyse the teachers’ unit plans, lesson plans in the
planning phase and their lesson delivery in the implementation phase. The benchmark
elements presented a verification of the instructional processes required for implementing
games-centred practice and present an analysis of the teachers’ fidelity to GCAs. Given this,
the observational benchmark tool was used to measure the degree to which the teachers’
instruction was consistent with the acceptable standards of the GCA. As such, the analytical
tool presented a way to explore the variation and the degree to which pedagogical elements or
the GCA instructional processes are demonstrated during teaching practice and the
differences in implementation between elements and teachers. In addition, analysis using the
observational benchmark tool provided a lens through which to assess and make a judgment
on teacher PCK of the GCA.
Deductive analysis using the observational benchmark tool was conducted on the teachers’
unit and lesson plans, and the teachers’ delivery of their planned lessons. Copies of the unit
and lesson plans were obtained from the teachers and analysed by the researcher, who
examined their content and cross-checked them against Metzler’s (2011) ‘Tactical Games
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Teacher Benchmarks’ using the observational benchmark tool before being implemented.
During the implementation phase, the teachers’ lessons were observed by the researcher and
recorded. Recording the teachers’ lessons allowed the researcher and the expert body to able
to review the teachers’ lessons after the lesson had been conducted. Having the lessons
recorded enabled the researcher to support the teachers ‘on the spot’ during the lesson, if they
needed, also allowing her to reflect on the observations being made.
Analysis using the benchmark tool involved coding with checkmarks being placed under one
of the following criteria ‘present, ‘present to a lesser degree’, or ‘not present’ associated with
one of the eight selected GCA benchmarks (Gurvitch et al., 2008; Harvey et al., 2016) (see
Appendix 20). Table 4 illustrates the specific pedagogical behaviours or GCA instructional
processes observed and coded in the teachers’ unit plans, lesson plans and through
observation of the teachers’ lesson delivery. Table 4 also shows the specific behaviours the
researcher was looking for through the teachers planning and implementation. The expert
body reviewed the recorded footage of the lessons and validated the researcher’s analysis
using the benchmark tool. Guided by research into the implementation of models-based
practice conducted by Stran, Sinelnikov and Woodruff (2012), a compliance measure was
calculated in percentages for each individual benchmark element in addition to the simple
‘present’, ‘present to a lesser degree’ and ‘not present’ (see results tables 9-12) observation.
The compliance measure helped to provide a clearer picture of the fidelity of validation. An
overall compliance measure, observing the authentic implementation or whole model fidelity,
as was also recorded. Analysis using the observational benchmark helped identify areas of
success or strength when implementing the GCA and the specific areas where the teachers
struggled and needed further support to implement the GCA successfully and authentically.
Whilst initially used as an analytical tool for the study purpose, the observational benchmark
tool was also used as a feedback and reflective tool, informing and the development of the
teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs as part of the PD. The teachers were encouraged to
use the observational benchmark tool when reflecting on their own lesson. This analysis
provided feedback on the teacher GCA implementation fidelity. This feedback was then used
to support subsequent lesson planning and delivery, plus provided a means to support the
teachers’ critical reflection and their subsequent learning. The observational benchmark tool
enabled the researcher to identify differences in implementation and the variation in the
degree of which pedagogical elements were demonstrated in teacher practice. Analysis using
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the observational tool presents a way to explore the variation and the degree to which
pedagogical elements or the GCA instructional processes are demonstrated during teaching
practice and the differences in implementation between elements and teachers.
Analysis using the observational benchmark tool provided a means to determine the impact
of the PD program. If more GCA elements were presented, it was believed to reflect an
improvement in teacher capacity, or more specifically, the teachers’ knowledge. This, in turn,
was deemed a success of the PD, highlighting possible facilitators in the PD process. In the
instance of no gain in capacity or teacher knowledge, possible barriers were identified or
reinforced within the PD process.

NVivo
A qualitative computer program, NVivo (QSR International, 2010) was used to assist with
data management and analysis. NVivo software allowed the data to be organised, coded and
analysed efficiently and effectively, allowing insight to gained and theory to be generated.
NVivo 9 was the software package used for this study. Using computer software such as
NVivo can be advantageous, offering an accessible, organised storage file system, helping
researchers locate material quickly, retrievable memos and eliminating the elaborate colour
coding system (Creswell, 2013). Flick (2009) suggests, “using computer programs has made
the use of analytic techniques such as theoretical coding more explicit and transparent” (p.
370), “leading to more transparency about how the researcher has developed categories from
the analysed text and applied them to it” (p.370).

The analyses process
At the end of each data collection day, the researcher transcribed all interview data and
imported all data files including the teacher reflections (PTRA), researcher reflections, email
correspondence and chats, as a data source into NVivo (QSR International, 2010). Importing
the data into Nvivo allowed the data to be prepared and organised ready for analysis. In order
to familiarise herself with the data, the researcher read through each data source entered into
NVivo several times, gathering ideas about what is in the data and what is interesting about
them (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules, 2017), before beginning
coding data into ‘incidents’ (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) or ‘units’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985)
and categories or ‘nodes’ in NVivo.
132

Coding data into themes
The next step of the analysis involved coding the data into themes or ‘units of meaning’
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Coding the data is essentially a “theorizing activity that requires the
researchers to keep revisiting the data” (Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules, 2017, p.5). The
coding process allows the researcher to simplify the data and focus on specific
characteristics, organising and conceptualising the data (Dey,1993) to develop ideas about
what is going on in the data (Morse & Richards, 2002). Sections of text deemed important
were highlighted in NVivo and a code assigned, forming a node. Guided by the work of
Braun and Clarke (2006), the researcher worked systematically through each data source,
analysing the data line-by-line, giving full and equal attention to each data item, identifying
interesting aspects in the data items that informed the themes across the data set. Patton
(1990) explains this process of uncovering patterns, themes and categories as a “creative
process that requires making carefully considered judgments about what is really significant
and meaningful in the data” (p.406). NVivo allowed the data to be coded in multiple themes,
using a colour coding system.
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Table 4: Demonstration of the tactical games’ teacher benchmarks during the unit
Benchmark elements
1. Creating a tactical
problem as the
organising centre for
learning tasks,
2. Teacher begins unit
segment with a game
form to assess student
knowledge,

Unit Plan/Lesson Plan
Checked unit/lesson
plans to make sure
tactical problems were
written out.
Checked unit/lesson
plan.

3. Teacher identifies
needed tactical and
skill areas from game
form,

PTs wrote tactical
areas that needed
improvement in lesson
plans

4. Teacher uses
deductive questions to
get students to solve
the tactical problem,
5. Teacher uses clear
communications for
situated learning tasks,

Checked unit/lesson
plan.

6. Teacher uses high
rates of guides and
feedback during
situated learning tasks
7. Teacher provides a
review that includes
the tactical problems
of the lesson.
8. Assessment.

Implementation
Observed teacher set a tactical
problem to be solved in the
lesson
1. Observed unit/lesson
commences with a game
form.
2. Observed small-sided and
modified games used
within the lesson.
1. Observed teacher identify
areas of
success/improvement
during lesson
2. Observed teacher
modify/adapt games for
students to experience
success/challenge
Recorded questions asked and
students’ responses.

Checked unit/lesson
plan – key teaching
points are included.

1. Observe students as they
organise each task.
2. Students set up and
engaged in the task
according to the teacher’s
directions.
Checked unit/lesson
Recorded the content and the
plan – possible student frequency of the teacher
responses are included instructional interactions.
Checked unit/lesson
plan.
1. Checked the
teacher’s unit and
lesson plans.
2. Checked the
Assessment task
proforma given to
students

Recorded the number of times
teacher checks for
understanding at the end of
each lesson.
Reviewed teacher process and
game play assessments
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Comparing data
After each day and cycle of data collection, the researcher repeated this data analysis process,
entering the new data sources into NVivo, then analysing that data. Data were compared
across data collection cycles, days and data collection measures (e.g. reflections, interviews),
along with the themes already theorised, or creating new themes to accommodate new ideas.
Like data was grouped with like data under the same theme, NVivo permits this by allowing
the data to be assigned to the same node. The continuous process of data collection and data
analysis required the ongoing sorting and coding of data, refining the themes and then
organising data into categories. The coding process provided interpretations from raw data
with which to make comparisons, conclusions, and determine the significance of events in
subsequent data collection sessions (Patton, 2002).
The method of constant comparison provided opportunities to identify relationships in and
across data and to organise findings into categories or major themes. Holton (2007) states,
“the purpose of constant comparison is to see if the data support and continue to support
emerging categories” (p.277). The coded data within each theme was subsequently developed
into major themes or categories as relationships between the data were observed, “data is
organized by grouping like with like: data bits with data bits” (Dye, Schatz, Rosenberg, &
Coleman, 2000, p.3). Organising and categorising the data was done in NVivo by coding and
labelling data into nodes, forming ‘parent nodes’ with the overarching category, and ‘child
nodes’ with the initial themes (see Appendix 21). Examples of parent nodes which emerged
included ‘needs’, ‘current practice’ ‘existing knowledge and understanding’ (see Table 5 &
6). Data could then be subdivided into relevant child nodes. Lempert (2007) explains, codes
capture patterns and themes and cluster them under a ‘title’ that induces a collection of
impressions and analyses for the researcher; and uses category as a higher-level code that as
grown in complexity and abstraction, so subsuming other codes. Tables 4 and 5 show the
emerging major themes or categories and their relationships with the sub-themes and raw
data. At this stage of analysis, Lincoln and Guba (1985) advise researchers, “devise rules that
describe category properties and that can, ultimately, be used to justify the inclusion of each
data bit that remains assigned to the category as well as to provide a basis for later tests of
replicability” (p. 347). The memo function was used in NVivo to describe the category
properties.
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Table 5: Emerging categories and sub-categories included within each following the
inductive analysis
Category
(Parent node)
Teacher needs

Current teaching practice

Existing knowledge of GCAs

Subcategory theme ‘unit of meaning’
(Child node)
Lesson observation
Planning support
Resources
Overview of progression (unit)
Contextual PD – using students
Skill based
Team teaching
Focus on invasion games
Game categories
Modified games
Questioning

Table 6: Raw data examples from emerging themes and sub-categories included in theme:
Existing knowledge of GCAs
Raw data
“Striking and Fielding, Net and Court and Target, is
that the fourth one?... Whenever I have seen or heard
about GCASs it has always only been with invasion
games. So, I would have no idea how to do it for
instance for striking games” (Sam, teacher interview,
28 March 2014).
“I see it as modified games, leading up to the big
games… Skill based things using the game” (Fred,
Teacher Interview 1, 20 March 2014).
“So, you’re doing a skill centred approach and then
you’re asking the kids questions, throwing them into
some sort of a game or activity” (Jenna, Teacher
Interview, 28th March 2014).

Sub-theme

Major
theme

Game categories

Modified games

Existing
knowledge
of GCAs

Questioning

Reviewing themes
Once all data from each phase of the PD process had been entered, the researcher then refined
the themes. Having a big picture view of the analysed data helped the research to gain a good
understanding of all the different themes and how they fit together, and the overall story they
136

tell about the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules, 2017).
Reviewing the themes requires the researcher to “review the coded data extracts for each
theme to consider whether they appear to form a coherent pattern” (Nowell, Norris, White, &
Moules, 2017, p.9). Nowell, Norris, White, and Moules (2017) suggest that the validity of
individual themes determines whether the themes accurately reflect the meanings evident in
the data set as a whole. In reviewing the themes, some of the themes did not have enough
data to support them, an issue Braun and Clarke (2006) suggest this is not uncommon. Rather
than discard these themes, the researcher tried to see if the data matched any other coded
themes. The researcher attempted to refine the themes, so they were are specific enough to be
discrete, and broad enough to capture a set of ideas contained in numerous text segments
(Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules, 2017). This helped the researcher to clarify how the
theme was derived from the data (as shown in tables 4 & 5).
Phases of Data Analysis
The simultaneous data collection and data analysis process was conducted throughout each
phase of the PD process, that is, the needs assessment, planning, implementing, evaluating
phases, with different data sources used more predominantly in different phases of the
research. An overview of the data source and subsequent analysis can be seen in Table 7.
Table 7. Data source and analysis conducted
Data source
1.
2.
3.
4.

focus group interviews
email correspondence
teacher reflections (PTRA)
researcher reflections
(journal)

5. unit plan
6. lesson plans
7. lesson observations

Data Analysis
•
•
•
•

Inductive analysis & constant comparison
Inductive analysis & constant comparison
Inductive analysis & constant comparison
Inductive analysis & constant comparison

• Deductive analysis - Observational
Benchmark Tool
• Deductive analysis - Observational
Benchmark Tool
• Deductive analysis - Observational
Benchmark Tool
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Trustworthiness
Trustworthiness in qualitative research parallels the quantitative criteria of validity and
reliability. Nowell, Norris, White, and Moules (2017) suggest, that in order for qualitative
research to be accepted as trustworthy, “researchers must demonstrate that data analysis has
been conducted in a precise, consistent, and exhaustive manner through recording,
systematizing, and disclosing the methods of analysis with enough detail to enable the reader
to determine whether the process is credible” (p.1). This study uses Lincoln and Guba’s
(1985) guidelines of credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability to
demonstrate trustworthiness within this study.
Credibility
Credibility is concerned with the truthfulness or ‘truth-value’ of the research findings
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Credibility ensures that the research findings are not distorted,
showing that the findings presented are a correct interpretation of the original data and the
participants’ original views (Korstjens & Moser, 2018). Lincoln and Guba (1985) identify a
number of techniques to address the credibility of research, these include activities such as
prolonged engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, peer debriefing, negative case
analysis, referential adequacy and member checking (see pages 301-316). The strategies
employed to ensure the credibility of the findings within this study are presented below.
Prolonged engagement
Prolonged engagement requires sufficient time to be spent in the field of research to become
familiar with the context and setting, giving the researcher time to test for misinformation and
to build rapport and trust, ensuring the researcher gets to know the data and gathers rich data
sets (Lincoln & Guda, 1985, Korstjens & Moser, 2018). In this study, the researcher spent six
months immersed in the research setting from March through to September. The nature of the
action research meant that the researcher was immersed in the research process, engaging
with the faculty members and students, joining in with lessons and supporting the teachers
where there was perceived need. Being immersed in the research process allowed rapport and
trust to be built with the study participants and the students within their classes.
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Persistent observation
Lincoln and Guda (1985) advise persistent observation, focusing on the characteristics and
elements that are pertinent to the problem and issue being explored. The continuous and
ongoing nature of the data collection and data analysis ensured that the teachers’ lessons were
consistently observed, and data was continuously collected and analysed, making meaning of
the findings. The observational benchmark tool ensured that the researchers’ observations
were focused on the relevant behaviours required to implement GCAs.

Triangulation,
Creswell (2013) states, “When qualitative researchers locate evidence to document a code or
theme in different data sources, they are triangulating information and providing validity to
their findings” (p. 251). It is argued that triangulation improves the internal validity of
research and contributes to removing bias or distorting the findings (Burns, 2000). Lincoln
and Guba (1978) refer to three methods of triangulation, including, using different data
sources, investigators and methods of data collection. In this case, data and method
triangulation was employed, where multiple data sources and multiple methods of data
collection, for example, observation, interview, reflections, was used at different periods and
from different teachers.

Peer debriefing
Peer debriefing ensures credibility by providing an external check of the research process
(Creswell, 2013). Lincoln and Guba (1985) explain peer debriefing as “a process of exposing
oneself to a disinterested peer in a manner paralleling an analytical session and for the
purpose of exploring aspects of the inquiry that might otherwise remain only implicit within
the inquirer’s mind” (p. 308). Peer debriefing occurred with the expert body throughout the
PD process. Data were continuously collected and analysed and checked with the expert body
of Physical Education Teacher Education academics. Checking with the expert body held the
researcher accountable for any bias or posture toward the data and analysis. As Lincoln and
Guba (1985) suggest, the expert body played ‘devil’s advocate’, keeping the researcher
honest and asking the hard questions regarding the methods, what the data means and her
interpretations of the data.
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Negative case analysis
Creswell (2013) suggests, “not all evidence will fit the pattern of a code or theme” (p.251). In
qualitative research Morse (2007) suggests, “negative cases, or participants who have not
responded in the anticipated way, or who have opposite reactions to the majority to a
particular phenomenon” (p. 240). Negative cases were not discarded; rather, they were
integrated into the emerging theory. As such, a search for negative cases was undertaken to
ensure the researcher had not overlooked important ideas and included outliers (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985). A search for negative cases was done by running a coding query in NVivo. The
coding query in Nvivo allowed the data to be searched for elements that did not support or
appeared to contradict patterns or themes that were emerging from the data. Any negative
cases were discussed until they could be explained in the context of the results.
Member checking
Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that credibility can also be enhanced through the process of
member checking with the participants to test the findings and interpretations. Member
checking is where the “researcher solicits participants’ views of the credibility of the findings
and interpretations” (Creswell, 2013, p. 252). Member checking was conducted informally
with the teacher participants whereby they were provided with access to the data gathered
through a collaborative Google Docs. Member checking with the teacher participants allowed
transparency and sharing of the findings, giving the teacher participants access to view the
data. Interviews were transcribed and shared, for the teachers to check what had been written.

Transferability
Transferability refers to the generalisability of inquiry (Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules,
2017), showing how the findings of qualitative research can be applicable to other contexts
and settings. In case study research such as this, transferability is problematic. Thus, in
qualitative studies of this nature, transferability concerns only case-to-case transfer,
“Qualitative inquirers need to recognize that the comparable ‘external validity’ is
substantially different in qualitative inquiry, as there is no single correct or ‘true’
interpretation in the naturalistic paradigm” (Tobin & Begley, 2003, p.392). As such, the
researcher is responsible for providing rich descriptions to allow readers to make decisions
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regarding transferability (Creswell, 2013, Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Rich and thick
descriptions were provided of the school setting, the teacher participants and the researcher
via their biographies (see appendix 5, 6 & 3), describing in detail the context of the study,
enabling the reader to transfer information to other settings and determine whether or not the
findings can be transferred (Creswell, 2013).
Chapter Conclusion
This chapter has reported and justified the research methodology selected for this study. The
procedures adopted for data analysis have also been outlined. The research utilised a
qualitative approach based on a case study of an action research process used to gather and
analyse data, to enable a more complete understanding of the factors that need to be
considered when designing PD to support teachers’ implementation of an innovative
pedagogical approach, in this case, GCAs. The qualitative methods for collecting data
included teacher interviews, lesson observations, and document analysis and teacher
reflections. This chapter also provided a framework for the conceptual PD model used within
the study, providing an overview of the four phases of PD (i.e. needs assessment, planning,
implementation, evaluation) and the associated PD components that were central into the PD
process (i.e. situated learning, collaboration, capacity building, active/practical learning,
reflective, ongoing support).
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Chapter 5
FINDINGS
Introduction
The findings presented within this chapter are focused on the overarching research question,
‘What are Physical Education (PE) teachers’ experiences of and responses to a professional
development model designed to support their implementation of games-based pedagogy?’
and the three secondary research questions,
I.

‘What barriers and facilitators impact on teacher professional learning when
implementing Game Centred Approaches (GCAs)?

II.

What elements of games-based pedagogy do teachers need support with when
learning to teach GCAs? and What are the characteristics of effective Game Centred
Approach Professional Development (GCA-PD)?

III.

What are the characteristics of effective GCA-PD?

An understanding of what the teachers needed to know and understand in order to improve
their capacity to design and implement GCAs was presented. A clear image of the teachers
professional learning needs throughout the different stages of the Professional Development
(PD) process emerged which was used to guide and tailor the PD process, informing the
scaffolding used to support the teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs. This section
synthesises the findings across the four phases of the PD process according to the main and
salient themes that emerged from the data analysis. These are presented in Figure 7 below.

142

Figure 7. Summary of research theme
Games Categories

Teachers’ prior
experience and
knowledge of GCAs

Preliminary knowledge
and understanding of
GCAs

Modified games
Questioning strategies

Implications for the PD
process
Traditional pedagogy

Existing Practice
Teaching and learning
Culture

Teacher beliefs about
learning in PE

Dominance of invasion
games
Team teaching
Full-sided games

Implications for the PD
process

What are PE
teachers’
experiences of and
responses to, a
professional
development model
designed to support
their
implementation of
games-based
pedagogy?

Valued outcomes for
the students

Teacher attitude
towards GCAs and PD

Cognitive and affective
benefits
Engagement and
participation

Efficient teaching
Concerns about GCA
PD
Resistance to change

Breakdown of collegial
relationships

Initial capacity to
implement GCAs
Teacher capacity to
implement GCAs

Improved capacity to
implement GCAs

Time

Translating GCA
theory to practice

Accountability
Observation of practice

A tactical focus for
games

Elements requiring
further support

Questioning
Authentic Assessment
Modifying and
adapting games

Identifying familiar
content knowledge as
a starting point for PD

Scaffolding Strategies

Resources
Collaboration
External and
Knowledgeable
expertise
Feedback
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Teacher participant withdrawal
It is important to note that despite all teachers agreeing to commit to the study and signing all
relevant consent forms, only Jenna and Sarah participated in the study through all phases of
the professional development and action research process. Barry withdrew early from the
study after the needs assessment phase and Fred withdrew from the study during the planning
phase. Despite not participating in all phases, the data gained during Barry and Fred’s
participation provided significant data and made a valuable contribution to the findings.
Table 8 below shows the participants and their participation throughout the PD process.
Table 8. Participant involvement in PD phases
Participant
Name
Jenna
Sarah
Barry

Phase A: Needs
Assessment
ü
ü
ü

Fred

ü

Phase B:
Planning
ü
ü
Withdrew
participation
Still involved
but did not
participate

Phase C:
Implementation
ü
ü
X

Phase D:
Evaluation
ü
ü
X

Withdrew
participation

X

Informing the Professional Development process
The findings are presented to demonstrate how the cyclical AR process of ‘taking action’,
‘doing research’, and ‘telling the story’ and sharing the findings (McNiff & Whitehead, 2009)
were evident in this study. The findings from each phase of the PD process were used to
guide and tailor the PD to accommodate teachers’ needs and build their capacity to
implement GCAs. In this way, the AR process provided support and coherence between the
teachers’ needs and the PD provided; thus, ensuring the PD was ‘relevant’, ‘applicable’ and
aligned to teachers’ educational goals and learning needs (Armours & Yelling, 2004, 2007).
As such, the findings are presented to show how the teachers’ and researcher’s learning and
actions were monitored, the teachers’ needs accounted for and how the PD process was
subsequently guided and tailored to the teachers’ individual needs to support their capacity
throughout the action research process.
The findings showed the needs-assessment to be an essential phase in establishing a starting
point for the personalisation of the PD. Findings from this initial phase were key in informing
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and guiding the PD process, whereby the PD was designed to account for the teachers’ needs,
supporting the teachers and building their capacity throughout the following planning and
implementation phases. Metzler’s (2011) Benchmark elements were utilised in identifying
GCA-specific areas in which teacher capacity could be developed and informing the focus of
learning throughout the PD process. As such, these benchmark elements became a framework
for scaffolding the teachers’ learning and designing the PD. Analysis using the observational
benchmark tool provided a means to determine the impact of the PD program on the teachers’
actions (e.g. implementation).
There were some commonalities between the teachers’ needs, whilst other factors were quite
different, indicating a need to personalise the PD process. The AR process enabled these
needs to be exposed and what emerged was a personalised and tailored PD process. As the
PD evolved, specific facilitators were engaged but others not, evident barriers were either still
in place, weakened or removed or in some cases even reinforced, as were aspects of the
teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge associated with GCAs. The overall need to
willingly engage with the PD and actively participate in the Professional Learning
Community (PLC) also emerged, along with the need to have a person driving the GCA
philosophy and approach to PD. It is important to note, that despite Barry and Fred’s
withdrawal from the study, and no one holding the group accountable to the PD process or
their engagement in the PLC both Jenna and Sarah remained positive in relation to the PD,
engaged in the PLC and strove to improve their teaching skills.
Teachers’ prior experience and knowledge of Game Centred Approaches
Early findings from the needs-assessment revealed that the teachers had limited previous
experience with innovative approaches such as GCAs. The teachers commented that before
this study, they had not undergone any PD that included GCAs, nor had their Physical
Education Teacher Education (PETE) experiences exposed them to games-based pedagogy or
alternative approaches to teaching games and sports. Sarah, the youngest member of staff,
had revealed that she had undertaken one TGfU unit within her University studies but had
limited to no exposure to GCAs or experience using GCAs in her teaching experience after
graduating. The other teachers’ University experience had not introduced them to gamebased pedagogy. Rather it had reinforced the need for lessons to be developed around
technical and skill-based instruction, and mass practice. Fred commented, “I guess, when I
went through Uni’ it was all about doing skills through the drills and adding variables slowly
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etc. until you got to play a full game (Fred, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). Likewise,
Barry stated, “I was [attended University] the late 90’s, very much a focus on setting the
basic skills in motion and add variable until you get into a game” (Barry, Teacher interview,
20 March 2014). The following focus group conversation further illustrates the teachers’
limited experience of GCAs:
Researcher:

So, what experiences of GCAs do you think you have had?

Fred:

Ahhh not much.

Researcher:

I know you [Sarah] have said you did some stuff when you

were in Uni.
Sarah:

Yeah, we did but not much, but in like some lessons I will do

a game like approach because it is that one game I like to do, like End ball, kind of
like Frisbee in a way like you have to catch a ball in the end zone
Fred:

I guess, when I went through Uni’ it was all about doing skills

through the drills and adding variables slowly etc. until you got to play a full game.
Researcher:

Have you had any professional learning for PE, professional

development offered that you have gone on?
Sarah:

No.

Fred:

Nah.
(Focus group Interview 1, 20 March 2014)

Findings from the initial conversations seemed to indicate that engagement within PD was
limited over the previous years. These findings are surprising since all three of the
experienced teachers, Jenna, Barry and Fred, were teaching during the implementation of the
preceding PDHPE syllabus released in 2003 (Board of Studies NSW, 2003) where gamesbased pedagogy was explicit and the preferred pedagogy in the syllabus. The syllabus
outcomes (Board of Studies NSW, 2003) highlighted the need for students to be cognitively
involved in games, whilst the learning progression from Stage 4 to Stage 5 required greater
critical thinking and solving of more complex tasks (Pearson, Towns, Webb & Rowland,
2004).
Following the release of the 2003 PDHPE syllabus (Board of Studies NSW, 2003), there were
numerous opportunities for teachers to engage in traditional PD opportunities designed to
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support the teachers to understand the requirements of the 2003 syllabus and translate these
requirements into teaching practice.
Thus, it is interesting that the teachers did not take part in any of these PD workshops or
possibly recognise these PD opportunities to learn GCAs. The teachers’ unfamiliarity and
inexperience with GCAs could also indicate that the PD was ineffective in supporting the
teachers to identify the GCA elements in the syllabus and embed the GCAs pedagogy in
practice. These findings raised questions surrounding the level of engagement in PD
opportunities.
Preliminary knowledge and understanding of GCAs
Predictably with the teachers’ limited exposure to innovative pedagogies such as GCAs, the
findings revealed that the teachers’ preliminary knowledge and understanding associated with
games-based pedagogy was superficial. The teachers limited preliminary knowledge of
GCAs was particularly evident when measured against Metzler’s (2011) benchmark
elements. Analysis of the teacher interviews showed that the teachers’ knowledge and
understanding of GCAs were limited to some structural features such as the game categories
and the teacher’s role in GCAs. In addition, the teachers were able to identify some key
GCAs elements such as modified games and questioning strategies. However, some
misconceptions of GCAs were detected from the teachers’ comments. The needs-assessment
phase proved vital in setting up the PD, since it provided a starting point, identifying the
teachers’ preliminary knowledge and understanding of GCAs subsequently informing the PD,
tailoring it for the individual teachers’ needs.
Games Categories
Sarah demonstrated some understanding of the game categories associated with GCAs, where
she was able to identify the four games categories. Sarah identified, “Striking and Fielding,
Net and Court and Target, is that the fourth one?” along with some of the reasoning behind
grouping sports into these categories, suggesting “I would say for the different skills… or the
different concepts you want them to learn” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 28 March 2014).
However, her content knowledge was mostly limited to invasion games, she notes,
“Whenever I have seen or heard about GCAs, it has always only been with invasion games.
So, I would have no idea how to do it for instance for striking games” (Sarah, Teacher
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interview, 28 March 2014). These findings are not surprising since the previous findings and
the research show the dominance of invasion games in the PE curriculum (Butler, 1993;
Jones & Williamson, 1983). The other three teachers had limited understanding of the game
categories associated with GCAs; Barry states, “I’ve heard the titles, but I don’t know much
about them” (Teacher interview, 28 March 2014) which was reinforced by Jenna. The current
practice involved the teachers, teaching in isolated sports, “we don’t teach in games
categories here, we teach in sports” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 28 March 2014). The
researcher was surprised by these findings, particularly since the 2003 NSW PDHPE syllabus
(BOSTES, NSW, 2003) references explicitly these games categories and requires students to
learn to “demonstrate movement skills through a range of experiences including games from
categories such as target, striking/fielding, invasion and net/court” (P.24).

Modified games
The teachers were able to identify key elements indicative of GCAs such as the use of
modified games and questioning, along with the facilitating role of the teacher, although this
was quite superficial. For example, Fred explained, “I see it as modified games, leading up to
the big games… Skill based things using the game” (Fred, Teacher Interview 1, 20 March
2014), whilst Barry explained “It’s just a move away from mass practice to start a game and
then use questioning” (Barry, Teacher Interview 1, 20 March 2014). Similarly, Jenna
suggests, “So you’re doing a skill centred approach and then you’re asking the kids
questions, throwing them into some sort of a game or activity” (Jenna, Teacher Interview 2,
28th March 2014). Sarah comments on her implementation of games-based pedagogy through
her ‘End ball’ games, noting,
I like to do a game like approach because it is that one game I like to do, like ‘End
ball’; kind of like frisbee in a way like you have to catch a ball in the end zone and I
often stop it and say ok how can we improve, what is working for your team and what
is, ask ‘How can we improve’. I often stop change the ball up and do things like that
and add rules as I go along and that is a very game centred approach, but I don’t do
that in all of my lessons.
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014)
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Sarah showed some knowledge and understanding of GCAs, and some elements of games
modification around changing rules and equipment. However, this was somewhat superficial
and perhaps indicative of previous PD or engagement in it from a learner’s perspective at
University.
Questioning strategies
Questioning in GCAs need to go beyond simple yes/no questions, to using more open-ended
questioning that fosters debate and dialogue with teachers and between learners (Gréhaigne,
Richard, & Griffin, 2005; Harvey & Light, 2015; Kidman, 2001). Questioning needs to
facilitate higher-order thinking and discussion about tactics and strategies (Webb & Pearson,
2008). The findings show that the teachers demonstrated some understanding of the
questioning strategies associated with games-based pedagogy, although this was quite
elementary and did not move beyond the use of close-ended questions, that focused on game
rules and skills performance. For example, Jenna explained, “asking them did you achieve
your goal, if your goal was to get ten passes before you got to the line, did you achieve it? If
you didn’t get to the line before your ten passes what went wrong, the ball, you dropped it, I
can’t catch” and questioning based on skill execution such as “how to throw a ball, how to
throw a ball while a person is moving, the direction and the speed you need to use to get it
there” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 28 March, 2104). Sarah was able to add some elements
around game performance, commenting, “I often stop it [the game] and say ok how can we
improve, what is working for your team and what is, ask ‘How can we improve’” (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 20 March 2104). Jenna was also able to identify the shift in the role of the
teacher in GCAs, perceiving them as a “facilitator in the delivery” and an “organiser for the
planning” (Teacher interview, 28 March 2014), reflecting the GCA research of Griffin and
Butler (2005). They suggest that GCAs “highly value the role of the teacher as the facilitator”
(Griffin & Butler, 2005, p.1).
In reflecting on his current knowledge and understanding of GCAs, Fred noted he had
minimal understanding of what these features looked like in practice, stating,
Researcher:

So last week you were talking about your understanding of Game
Centred Approaches as modified games and questioning, what do
you think these modified games look like?
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Fred:

I don’t know. I have got zero idea. I’ll tell you, I have got zero idea
of what it will look like, to be brutally honest, I don’t think I could
tell you what it looks like.

Researcher:

So, in terms of the questioning, do you have any idea what the
questioning would look like?

Fred:

Not really, I know it is going to be great, I know it will be good.
(Teacher Interview 2, 28 March 2014)

The teachers’ preliminary knowledge and understanding of GCAs was relatively superficial
and in some instances represented a misunderstanding of games-based pedagogy and the
concept of ‘playing games’. Analysis using the observational benchmark tool in the initial unit
planning phase revealed that only two of the eight benchmark elements were addressed in the
teachers’ initial unit overview (see Table 9), reinforcing the teachers limited preliminary
knowledge and understanding of GCAs in the initial PD phases. These findings support that
the teachers had limited prior exposure to GCAs; they were unfamiliar with games-based
pedagogy and what it looked like in practice.
Implications for the PD process
The findings illustrated how the teachers within this setting attempted to place GCAs in their
own framework of teaching. The teachers viewed GCAs through their own lens of what
teaching should be, established their own beliefs and assumptions about teaching and learning
and how the culture within the faculty influenced their educational ideas. That is, the teachers’
understanding of GCAs was placed in a framework of a traditional approach, highlighting their
limited exposure to GCAs and possibly indicating that any prior PD may not have influenced
their practice. Interestingly, these findings show that the teachers were starting from a place of
limited experience and knowledge, which was a more elementary start point than initially
anticipated by the lead researcher.
Given this limited starting point, the teachers had to rely on the researcher as an expert, to direct
their learning and make decisions that guided the PD to best address the teachers’ needs.
Consequently, the researcher made the decisions to focus the PD on building the teachers’
knowledge and understanding of GCA using the benchmark elements as a framework for their
learning. Despite the researcher’s intentions to collaboratively identify the teachers’ needs
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when designing their GCA unit and lesson plans, the teachers’ limited exposure to GCAs and
preliminary knowledge and understanding of games-based pedagogy impacted on their
capacity to identify what they needed to support them. The researcher comments, “they did not
know what they did not know” (Researcher reflection, 30th April 2014). Sarah supported this
explaining, “yeah I know what you’re thinking, ‘what do I need from you’, but I don’t know
what to say” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1st May 2014).
Similarly, Jenna states, “we can’t see what we need” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 1st May 2014).
Encouraged to self-reflect on her abilities as part of the PD process, Sarah notes, “…well I
think just the main barriers were not having taught it [GCAs] before” (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 1st May 2014), suggesting that the limited experiences inhibited her in “coming up
with new ideas or, appropriate ideas from something that was irrelevant and making it relevant”
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 1st May 2014), causing her to become a little overwhelmed by the
PD process. The teachers were poorly prepared within the area of GCAs, which required an
unexpected change and further personalisation to the PD process.
The PD process had to be led by the researcher, where she made some decisions to best meet
the needs of each teacher. In one teacher interview, she commented, “To me what I’m hearing
is that you need more understanding of games” (Teacher Interview, 1 May 2014). Similarly, in
one of her reflections, the researcher expressed concerns regarding the teachers’ knowledge of
GCAs and games, commenting,
One of the main things that is evident to me is that neither Sarah nor Jenna have
knowledge of games centred approaches. I am also concerned with their actual
knowledge of the games they are teaching and their strategic and tactical awareness.
They really have no idea what I am expecting of them in order to implement GCAs.
(Research reflection journal, 1 May 2014)
With such limited knowledge and understanding of GCAs, the concern was how the PD
would balance the teachers’ individual needs while building their capacity to implement
GCAs authentically. The teachers were starting from a more elementary point than expected,
with a range of different individual needs to be met by the PD. Thus, from this early stage in
the PD process, it appeared that the requirements of the PD, and perhaps the demands to
implement all benchmark elements, was much different than initially anticipated.
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The literature suggests that the implementation of constructivist approaches such as GCAs
requires higher technical and tactical knowledge of games and sport and that many teachers
did not have it (Griffin et al., 1997; McNeill, Fry, Wright, Tan & Rossi, 2008). Kirk (2005)
warned that GCAs are more demanding of teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge and
subject matter knowledge than traditional approaches to teaching. Other research has also
identified the problems associated with insufficient levels of pedagogical content knowledge
when implementing TGfU and reports similar pedagogical difficulties surrounding
questioning and the communication involved in GCA lessons as a result of limited
pedagogical content knowledge (McNeill et al., 2008; Roberts, 2011; Rovegno, 1998).
Given the increased demand placed on teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge when
implementing games-based pedagogy and the teachers’ limited starting point, it appeared that
the PD would have to be complex, to support the individual teachers in developing their
knowledge and understanding of all aspects of GCAs. Considering the timespan for the PD,
the complexity of the PD appeared to be an overwhelming task for both the teachers and the
researcher. In order to make the task more manageable, the researcher used the observational
benchmark tool to identify the specific elements of GCA that needed to become the focus of
learning in the PD process, to scaffold the teachers learning. Consequently, Metzler’s
benchmark elements became a framework guiding the teachers’ learning, to build their
capacity to plan and implement GCAs.
Teaching and Learning Culture
The findings surrounding the teaching and learning culture within the faculty, specifically the
teachers existing practice, exposed the teachers’ beliefs and assumptions about teaching and
learning in PE. These beliefs about teaching and learning in PE, particularly regarding how
best to achieve outcomes in PE and how best to teach games appeared to impact on the
teachers’ attitude towards GCAs and the PD process. The teachers’ current practice was
grounded in more traditional pedagogy, with a focus on movement skill taught through
isolated practice or full-sized versions of the game. The teachers’ established pedagogical
beliefs about how best to teach games appeared to be in juxtaposition with that of GCA
philosophy. As such, participating in the PD caused conflict and division within the faculty,
as the researcher tried to address these beliefs as part of the PD process and support the
teachers in implementing GCAs.
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Existing Practice
Traditional pedagogy
Given the teachers’ proclaimed limited exposure to GCAs, it was unsurprising that the
teachers’ presiding pedagogical practice was aligned with a more traditional method of
teaching. Observation of the teachers’ lessons before the PD initiative and analysis of the
teachers’ initial interviews revealed that their current instructional practice was focused on
skill development through skill-based isolated practice and full-sized games. The teachers’
lessons mostly focused on developing movement skills in isolated activities or drills and then
attempting to apply these movement skills in a whole-class game situation that usually, if not
always, was the sport itself. Barry explains:
Fred and I are pretty much going to do Touch Football. We will have lines and run
through the backline, make sure they can catch and pass, catching and passing, you
know and then we will go into games. Then in the games, we probably won't interact
with the kids too much. We will just referee or watch.
(Barry, Teacher Interview 20 March 2014)

The dominance of invasion games
Invasion games dominated the PE curriculum within this school, with little focus and time
allocated for other activities or game categories. Other than one Cross-country lessons and
one lesson on Athletics, the only other lessons observed by the researcher were invasion
games, as illustrated in the researcher’s reflections. For example, “There is a clear focus on
invasion games within their PE program. Sarah admits she has little knowledge of any other
games’ areas” (Research reflection Journal, 28 March 2014).
Research suggests, 65 per cent or more of the time spent in Physical Education is allotted to
games (Werner, Thorpe & Bunker, 1996, p.28) and undue weight is given to territorial or
invasion games (Butler, 1993, Jackson, Jones & Williamson, 1983). While these claims of
bias towards games teaching (i.e. invasion) are dated, the ideas are evident within this setting.
Similarly, Metzler (2011) stated, “The single content area in most PE programs is the
teaching and learning of sport-related games. Other movement forms are constantly
introduced into Physical Education, but it is safe to say that traditional games content still
remains the biggest part of most school’s curriculum” (p.355). Thus, it is quite typical to have
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a dominance of invasion games within a PE curriculum. However, the literature shows that
these invasion game units of work require a deeper knowledge and understanding of games
due to their complex and tactical nature, since invasion games have the characteristic of being
the most strategically complex (Turner, Allison & Pissanos, 2006) and because Invasion
games occur in more complex settings requiring greater information processing (McMorris,
1998).
Despite the complex nature of invasion games, the existing dominance of invasion games in
the teachers’ current practice guided the choice of units to be designed in the planning phase,
with Jenna choosing Netball, Sara with Soccer and Fred choosing Touch Football. These
activities were selected since they represented the teachers’ activity preference and the most
common content knowledge and expertise for the group. It was hoped that by focusing on
activities the teachers were familiar with and had a sound content knowledge within, it could
allow for a more focused intent on the pedagogy when teaching the units.

Team teaching
Lessons were typically blocked together, so the teachers could ‘team teach’ the lesson, “It’s
usually all team teaching” (Sarah, Teacher Interview, 20th March 2014). This mostly entailed
one teacher taking the lead delivering the lesson and the others taking a supervisory role with
classes engaged in full size versions of the activity, in one class versus the other scenario.
Sarah notes, “The team-teaching lessons turn in to ‘here’s a game, we’re going to split you up
into 8 teams, and you’re going to do a round robin’ that’s what they turn in to (Sarah,
Teacher Interview, 28th March 2014).
Sarah identified that this team-teaching approach was not necessarily successful, particularly
with students in Year 8, she claims “with the Year 9, if one of us is standing up there, they’re
all paying attention, with those year eights it’s a completely different story. Um, and I guess
we would normally split them up [teach their individual class]” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20
March 2014). Davis (1995) suggests team teaching involves “all arrangements that include
two or more faculty in some level of collaboration in the planning and delivery of a course”
(P. 8), along with the sharing of teaching expertise and reflective dialogue (Chang & Lee,
2010; Jang, 2008). However, in this case, it did not always reflect such collaboration. Lesson
observations revealed one teacher leading the lesson and the other taking a more subordinate
154

role, sometimes stepping into control class behaviour and sometimes even leaving the lesson
to attend to other matters.
It appeared that team teaching was often an opportunity to shirk responsibility for teaching
and learning within the faculty, particularly with no Head Teacher holding the teachers
accountable for their practice. In one interview Sarah comments on why she thinks they use
team teaching, commenting, “Probably, because also, the team teaching lessons turn in to
“here’s a game, we’re going to split you up into 8 teams, and you’re going to do a round
robin” that’s what they turn in to. Because he gets to sit and chat and not do anything”
(Sarah, Teacher Interview, 28th March 2014). In another interview, Sarah comments, “this
isn’t a proper faculty, everybody does their own thing” (Sarah, Teacher Interview, 16th May
2014) and “he [Barry] likes not having a head teacher because he can then say, ‘But we don’t
have a head teacher so no one told us that’” (Sarah, Teacher Interview, 16th May 2014). The
findings here may indicate a lack of guidance and possibly a lack of teaching philosophy
within the faculty as a result of no Head Teacher.
The identified issues of a team teaching approach (both observed and identified by the
teachers) were taken into consideration when implementing the chosen unit. It was decided
that the teachers would separately teach their own Year eight classes and not use a teamteaching model. Furthermore, the teachers believed that the Year eight students would better
respond to GCA lessons, hopefully avoiding potential behaviour issues and class
management issues (e.g. allowing teachers to focus on their pedagogy).

Full-sided games
Analysis of the teacher interviews during the unit planning stage demonstrated the teachers’
presiding focus on more traditional methods of teaching with their lesson planning designed
on implementing full-sided games, as opposed to the small-sided, modified games typical of
games-based pedagogy, Sarah comments,
I feel like, I know we’re talking about categories rather than sports but, isn’t the
purposes of doing a full game teaching them specifically about a game within a
category as well? So, they’re learning about it generally, but with specific context to?
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)
And
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Sarah:

they’ve had all these focuses of different tactical problems, so
hopefully they can put it into practice in a full game.

Researcher:

Yep… do you think we need to play a full game?

Sarah:

… yeah, I think it’s nice to have that

Researcher:

I notice that’s what you had for your last one was a tournament…

Jenna:

is that not part of the game centred approach?
(Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)

These findings further demonstrate the teachers’ beliefs regarding the purpose of PE, that is,
the multi-activity approach that requires students to have an experience in the ‘real’ version
of the sport for their learning to be meaningful. The teachers believed that the ‘real sport’ or
‘full-sided games’ needed to be played, so that their lessons connected with the actual sport.
The teachers were still focused on providing experiences that were grounded in a more
traditional model of PE and their learning about GCAs and what they looked like in practice
needed further support. As such, not only did the PD have to build the teachers’ capacity to
implement GCAs, it had to challenge the teachers’ current beliefs about teaching and learning
when teaching games.
Researcher:

Ok and it’s harder than the way you would usually teach because of

what?
Sarah:

Because of the focus of the lesson.

Researcher:

So, what makes it harder for you?

Sarah:

Um changing my thought process.
(Teacher interview, 16 May 2014)

Similarly, Butler (1996) shows how Games-based pedagogy such as TGfU is used with
teachers to challenge established practices and beliefs. The teachers were still focused on
providing experiences that were grounded in a more traditional model of PE and their
learning about GCAs and what they looked like in practice needed further support.
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Teacher beliefs about learning in PE
It is possible that the teachers’ presiding focus on skill-based practice can be attributed to the
teachers established beliefs about how best to improve performance and how best to achieve
outcomes in PE. For example, Barry and Fred attributed their focus on skill-based practice to
the students’ low psychomotor ability, believing the best way to improve their skill execution
was through isolated practice and skill drills. Barry comments,
we have a lot of kids that do not have those basic skills anyway” and “They are like
very basic compared to another high school around, you know, we have got kids
that… We have kids in year 7 that can’t catch and can’t throw. (Barry, Teacher
interview, 20 March 2014)
Whilst Fred suggested, “Yeah so we have to go back to basics, stage 2 and 3 type skills”
(Fred, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). Barry’s assessment of student ability was based in
a more traditional context with a focus on skill execution and possibly reflecting his limited
content knowledge of games.
Similarly, Fred commented, “I find if you are using a different type of game like touch
football into gridiron [modified game], some of the kids we have here won't even have the
basic skills like touch football skills” (Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). This suggests that
Fred believes that students need to be taught the psychomotor skill of catching before playing
a game and that developing the skill of catching will better allow the students to move into
playing games. Fred views games as an opportunity to execute skills, again, possibly
highlighting his limited knowledge and understanding of GCAs and games.
Barry and Fred believed that the main aim of PE was to develop movement skills, and they
struggled to see how GCAs could be used to teach these skills. They perceived their students’
current psychomotor skill level to be poor and believed that the only way to improve this was
through direct instruction with a technical focus. Barry explains, “… we have to prioritise
[what and how we teach in PE] and look at our clientele [students] and think well, it would be
nice if they could catch before they leave year 10” (Barry, Teacher Interview 2, 28 March
2014). Barry and Fred appeared to have firmly established beliefs about why and how PE
should be taught, and these were firmly rooted in more traditional pedagogy. Given Barry
and Fred’s later withdrawal from the PD (described later in this chapter), it is possible that
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the proposed pedagogy of GCAs was too conflicting to their beliefs about teaching and
learning in PE.
Moreover, Jenna perceived the students’ ability to be a barrier to implementing GCAs,
suggesting that the students didn’t have enough knowledge and understanding of games to
engage with GCAs. She noted “…the kids although they play soccer, there is a handful who
understand the nature of the game and what you need to do and the rest of them are just
bodies on the field” (Teacher interview, 20 March 2014), whilst Sarah acknowledged, “Yeah,
they just move and follow the ball” (Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). The teachers were
looking for the students’ physical engagement in the game or their skill execution, using their
lack of involvement as an assessment of their games understanding. Jenna was concerned
about the students’ capacity to learn using GCAs, suggesting that the students may need “a
lesson in all the terminology which only a handful of them might have of what it is we are
trying to do” (Teacher interview, 28 March 2014). These findings illustrate the teachers’
focus on the basic elements (e.g. psychomotor skills and general game play rules) as a critical
factor in developing the physically educated student.
Implications for the PD process
The teachers appeared to view teaching and learning in PE through a lens which was firmly
centred in a skill-based philosophy. Observation of play, assessment of student ability and
beliefs about developing students’ capacity to play was viewed through this lens, which was
mainly the case for Barry and Fred. These beliefs about teaching and learning in PE are diverse
when compare to that of GCA pedagogy. As such, there appeared to be little coherence between
the “extent to which teacher learning is consistent with teachers’ knowledge and beliefs”
(Desimone, 2009, P.184). In considering the later conflict and division caused as a result of the
Jenna and Sarah’s continued participation in the PD process; it is possible that the teachers
presiding beliefs about teaching and learning, framed in a movement skill domain, presented a
barrier for the PD and the implementation of GCAs. As a result of these findings, the PD was
focused on addressing the teachers’ current beliefs about teaching and learning in PE to
facilitate change to their teaching practice and support them in their implementation of GCAs.
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Teacher attitude towards Game Centred Approaches and PD
Analysis of the teacher interviews, particularly following the researcher’s demonstration of
GCA lessons, exposed the teachers’ attitudes towards GCAs and the PD process. These
attitudes appeared to be significant in setting the teaching and learning culture within the
faculty and impacted on the teachers’ response to GCAs and the PD process. Initially, all the
teachers appeared optimistic towards GCAs and the PD process, commenting “I know it is
going to be great, I know it will be good” (Fred, teacher interview, 28th March 2014). The
teachers identified a range of the valued outcomes for the students as a result of being taught
using games-based pedagogy. These included cognitive and affective benefits and increased
engagement and participation. These perceived valued outcomes associated with GCAs
initially appeared to advocate the use of games-based pedagogy and facilitate their
engagement in the PD process, particularly for Sarah and Jenna. However, as the PD
progresses, a clear difference in attitude between Jenna and Sarah, the two teachers that
remained part of the study, and Fred and Barry who withdrew from the study were observed.
Sarah and Jenna’s continued participation in the PD process and perseverance with gamesbased pedagogy caused animosity and a divide within the faculty, baring implications for the
PD process.
Valued outcomes for the students
Following the researcher’s GCA demonstration presentation and lessons, the teachers
identified a range of valued outcomes for their students as a result of being taught using gamesbased pedagogy. These perceived benefits of GCAs identified by the teachers are consistent
with those identified in the GCA literature, including the potential to develop cognitive and
affective skills or skills beyond the psychomotor domain; and increased participation and
engagement for students of all abilities (see: Butler, 1997; Evans & Light, 2008; Gréhaigne,
Godbout & Bouthier, 1999; Mandigo et al., 2008; Mitchell, Oslin & Griffin 1995; Pearson,
Webb, McKeen, 2005; Rovegno, Nevett & Babiarz, 2000; Wright, McNeill, & Fry, 2009).
Sarah, in particular, showed enthusiasm for GCAs and the PD process, suggesting it offered
the students ‘something new’ and ‘A new way for them to participate in a lesson’ (Sarah,
Teacher Interview, 28 March, 2014), presenting a variation to their usual teaching practice by
‘putting more variety into the lessons’ (Sarah, Teacher Interview, 28 March, 2014). Similarly,
following her observation of the requested demonstration lessons. Sarah commented,
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I thought that it was – yeah like it was good it was really interesting to watch and to
see the different categories of games and how they get incorporated, you know, in this
style. I guess those sorts of activities I would do, but I would do it as a once-off, not
as a unit and through – as we keep talking about progression and the progression of
activities.
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 11 April 2014)
In a later interview, Sarah maintained this positive attitude towards both the GCAs, seeing
the PD as an opportunity to widen her skills set as a teacher and not fit the status quo within
the faculty, she comments on the PD opportunity, “just widening my skills so that not every
lesson is exactly the same maybe and not letting it become mundane which I guess it could in
the future looking at other people [referring to Barry]” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May,
2014). Fred identified GCAs as another approach to provide more variation in teaching
styles, commenting “I think GCAs and stuff like that just adds to what you can use… it adds
more strings to your bow in teaching” (Fred, Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014). There was
a level of interest in GCAs, yet the end goal was diverse with one teacher identifying that
student skill could be enhanced while another was focused on experiences.
Cognitive and affective benefits
Sarah and Jenna identified specific cognitive and affective benefits associated with GCAs. In
the needs-assessment phase, Jenna and Sarah identified that the students were encouraged to
“start to think for themselves” (Jenna, Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014) and that students
were “thinking more about how to play these games instead of just going ‘give me the ball, I
want the ball, let’s play this game’” (Sarah, Teacher interview 11 April 2014). Sarah was
pleasantly surprised by how much the students already knew about games, it appeared that
the game-based pedagogy highlighted the students’ current knowledge and understanding or
perhaps provided an opportunity for the teachers to see what they knew:
They’re, I guess, understanding better, the reasons behind the game or the reasons
why things work, and why things don’t. Whereas before they would have never ever
thought about it… but they know it all. You know, they do know all the information
they just haven’t put it and gone “this goes with this and that makes sense now to me.
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 11 April 2014)
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The teachers commented on the potential of GCAs to develop skills beyond the physical
domain, such as “tactics and spatial awareness and stuff that is above and beyond, sort of just
catching and kicking and passing and throwing” (Barry, Teacher Interview, 28 March, 2014).
They also identified the capacity game-based pedagogy has to “promotes more about
anticipation… Where to go and why” (Jenna, Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014) and
“Teamwork, I guess for invasion games, as invasion games seem to be more team-based
games” (Sarah, Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014).
Similarly, in the implementation phase, both Sarah and Jenna observed that implementing
games-based pedagogy allowed the students to better develop and demonstrate their
knowledge and understanding within games. Jenna highlights how GCA lessons allow
students to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding despite maybe not having the
technical ability to execute the skill in practice. She also notes how game-based pedagogy
may expose the seemingly technically talented students for their limited knowledge and
understanding, she comments,
they have more knowledge than what we give them credit for a lot of the time and
even if they don’t have great execution skills some of them still know what they need
to do. They just can’t do it, and some are the other way around. They can pass a ball
quite reasonably, but really have little idea of where and how to move and how to
support, how to defend.
(Jenna, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014)
Both Sarah and Jenna noted how game-based pedagogy promoted active learning,
empowering the students “By discovering it for themselves” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 18
June 2014) and “rather than just, you know having kids in these tedious lines and: ‘You will
do this’ they are learning on the go” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014). Both teachers
advocate how GCAs fosters learning within the cognitive domain, both teachers note,
We were talking about how you see some kids might not know how to effectively do
something but then when you talk about it, they have got the knowledge, they know
why they are doing it – they might not be able to execute it perfectly, but they have
got the idea and understand the reasoning (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
And
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I guess maybe looking more deeply at what the kids are doing even if you do not
verbally give them feedback right then and there, they have a better understanding of
how they are going as well.
(Jenna, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
Interestingly, it was mainly Sarah and Jenna that observed these cognitive and affective
benefits of GCAs. Neither Barry nor Fred commented on these valued outcomes for their
students. The findings perhaps reveal what the teachers value in PE and what they see as the
purpose of PE lessons.
Engagement and participation
Sarah, Jenna and Fred also perceived GCAs to promote increased participation and
engagement in lessons for all students. In the needs-assessment phase, Sarah perceived that
implementing games-based pedagogy may promote “higher participation within the lesson,
so not as many kids standing around, waiting for their turn” (Sarah, Teacher Interview, 28
March, 2014) and ‘more involvement, like throughout the lesson’ (Sarah, Teacher Interview,
28 March, 2014). Whilst Fred commented on ‘getting max numbers participating’ (Fred,
Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014), and Jenna noted having the students ‘more engaged’ and
‘more practice’ (Jenna Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014).
Later in the implementation (Phase C) and evaluation phases (Phase D), reflecting on their
implementation of GCAs, Sarah and Jenna both observed that GCAs had the potential to
cater for a range of different student abilities, highlighting this as a particular benefit of
implementing games-based pedagogy. Jenna notes how her GCA lessons allowed students
that were less physically able to be more involved in her lesson, noting,
I have been seeing benefits in terms of the kids that are less skilful because they are
playing with people of the same ability and if they are doing 3 on 3, they are getting
more actively involved and are enjoying it so much more than before. (Jenna, Teacher
interview, 20 June 2014)
Likewise, Sarah observed that she was better able to engage students that would usually be
excused from PE due to being sick or injured, “Definitely the people who were not able to
participate for sickness, injury, illness – whatever – were more involved in those handful of
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lessons than what they have ever been. They were actively doing stuff all the time” (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
Similarly, reflecting on their practice Sarah and Jenna observed that GCAs allowed students
of all abilities to be ‘actively involved’ in the lesson and that the games-based pedagogy
promoted more enjoyment in their lessons, Jenna notes “they [the students] are getting more
actively involved and are enjoying it so much more than before” (Jenna, Teacher interview,
20 June 2014). Sarah also noted the potential GCA lessons had to extend more technically
able students by engaging them in the cognitive domain, noting “They are getting to be
against kids that are of the same ability, so you are still challenging them, and you are getting
them to think about it too” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014). Jenna notes how the
game modifications allowed more able students to be extended, “And then you put more
limitations on what they are able to do so they need to work harder or think about it
differently” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
Both Jenna and Sarah believed that using small-sided modified games, allowed the students
to feel more confident in their learning environment and less confronted, compared to
traditional skill-based lessons where they are exposed for all to see. Jenna comments,
I think small-sided games the kids seem to be less confronted because they feel like everyone
is busy and they are not maybe being watched by so many people and they can just do what
they are doing instead of when there is five on five and other people are watching and then
they are like I do not want to do it because I know I am not as good as that person that is
watching me (Jenna, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
These findings show how Jenna and Sarah were able to start to challenge their original beliefs
about teaching and learning and see the benefits of games-based pedagogy which proved to
be facilitating agents in the implementation of GCAs and the perseverance of the PD.
Efficient teaching
Improved ‘time management’ (Fred, Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014) or more efficient
use of lesson time was also perceived to be a benefit of implementing GCAs. Jenna
commented that GCA’s have the potential to “develop skills equally and efficiently” (Jenna,
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Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014) and noted the time and efficiency benefits of focusing on
situating the skills within the context of the games as with GCAs. The teachers drew
comparisons between using a GCAs and a more traditional approach focusing on using skill
drills.
Fred:

Well, if you don’t just spend half an hour just practicing throwing and

catching
Jenna:

And doing lots of demonstration and straight into it [a game]

Fred:

It is better time management
(Teacher Interview, 28 March 2014).

Moreover, having conducted an informal survey of the student’s response to the
demonstration GCA lessons, the students appeared to favour being taught using this
innovative pedagogy. Sarah comments, “the majority of the group said they’d prefer to do it
that way [GCAs] because there’s a bit more interaction between the kids” (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 11 April 2014). Sarah revealed that the students “liked the interaction they liked
that they could, I guess, come up with something themselves and not just being told all the
time what to do” (Sarah, Teacher interview 11 April 2014). The students also seemed to
respond positively to the innovative pedagogy of GCAs which also appeared to be a
motivating agent for the teachers to engage in the PD process and implement GCAs,
particularly for Sarah. Both Bechtel and O’Sullivan (2007) and Cothran (2001) highlight the
power of students in their study of successful curricular change. Bechtel and O’Sullivan
(2007) found student support to be key to the teacher change process.
Even though the findings here identify a range of valued outcomes for students when
implementing GCA, it is possible that these findings also indicate the failings of the teachers’
existing pedagogical approach to highlight the students cognitive and affective learning when
teaching games. This may be an area gone unrecognised as a result of the skill-based focus of
the teachers’ current pedagogy. As such, the findings here may be associated with the
teachers’ previous held beliefs and assumptions about the purpose of PE which appeared to
impact on their selection of pedagogical approach to teaching games, as well as the teachers’
attitude towards PD.
It appeared that observing the GCA in practice (e.g. researcher-led example lessons) allowed
the teachers to see the learning potential associated with games-based pedagogy, making the
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PD process more relevant and applicable to them and demonstrating greater coherence. The
teachers were able to observe the capacity of GCAs to promote and improve a range of
learning outcomes for their students, and they appeared to be motivated by this prospect. The
findings here seem to support the element of coherence being fundamental in the PD process
whereby the innovated pedagogy proposed as part of the PD needs to be consistent with the
aspired learning goals of the teachers. Moreover, these findings are in line with the model of
teacher change presented by Guskey (2002) whereby teachers need to gain evidence of
improvements in student learning from their change in classroom practice, in order to
promote change in their attitudes and beliefs.
Concerns about GCA PD
Consistent with concerns echoed in the PD literature (see: Armour and Yelling, 2007; Butler,
Lauscher, Jarvis-Selinger & Beckingham, 2004; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Suk
Yoon, 2001; Knight, 2002), both Barry and Fred raised concerns regarding the capacity of
PD programs to facilitate and sustain change to teaching practice. They identified the
potential of reverting to original practice when returning to school. Barry commented, “When
it gets difficult, you just revert to what you know, as soon as you have the kids go ‘ah no we
are not doing that” (Teacher interview, 20 March 2014).
Similarly, Fred supported this stating,
You go back to your comfort zone. That is, a lot of Professional Development is all
good in theory, up on the white board and on the smartboard, and you go, oh yeah that
is really, really great but then to come back and change all your programs, that you
have spent years writing, you do revert back to what you know. I have always said
that you come out of professional development and you go, well how is that going to
change my teaching, and well, it hasn’t.
(Fred, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014)
Jenna’s concern was focused on her reliance on skill-based practice, noting her concern about
reverting to a focus on movement skills. She comments, “Jenna:

if I’m missing the context

of the game, it might be overridden by skills which defeats the purpose of what we’re doing
(Jenna, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014). Interestingly, Sarah’s concerns were surrounding
her colleagues’ capacity to collaboratively plan the GCA unit and lesson plans, suggesting
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that they [Fred and Barry] needed to ‘be more organised’ (Sam, Teacher interview, 28 March
2014). There appeared to be a limited commitment to this organisation. Similarly, Barry had
concerns surrounding the time demands of such a collaborative practice, hoping it would
become more ‘streamlined’ and take less time (Barry, Teacher interview, 28th March 2014)
once the teachers and the students became more familiar with GCAs.
Resistance to change
Sarah and Jenna perceived Barry and Fred to be resistant to change, identifying this as an
overriding barrier to the direction and progress of the PD. Sarah, in particular, perceived both
Barry and Fred to be “pretty set in their ways” (Sarah, Teacher interview 16 May 2014) and
have quite a negative attitude towards the GCA PD. Sarah perceived Barry, in particular, to
be resistant to change, identifying the influence he held over the other faculty members. She
notes, “I think also it’s the negative over here [pointing to Barry’s desk], he influences
everyone because if he doesn’t like it, it doesn’t happen... how this staff room functions is
that if he’s on board it happens (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16th May). Sarah believed that
engaging in the PD process, especially the planning that was involved, was too much work
and too much effort for Barry and Fred. She noted, “I think he [Fred] thinks it’s a lot of
work” and “Well that’s what the two of them [Barry and Fred] have been mentioning…
doing lesson plans is a lot of work” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014) and “I think it’s
just the effort, honestly, like the effort to do this [planning lessons as part of the PD process]”
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May, 2014). Sarah believed that because Barry and Fred were
experienced teachers, they felt they didn’t need to plan their lessons, noting "basically when
you’ve been teaching the same stuff for 15 plus years, why do they need to [plan lessons]”
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014).
In contrast, both Sarah and Jenna appeared quite open to change, demonstrating willingness
to be involved in the PD process. Sarah in particular was motivated to engage in the PD
process, noting, “I guess I’m more interested in improving my pedagogical skills where the
others think that they are good as they are and don’t feel the need to seek improvement”
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014). Sarah was the driving force behind the PD process,
commenting, “I guess I took charge and pushed for this [engaging in the PD]” and “I guess,
I’m making it [the PD] more of a priority”.
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Jenna was confronted with a dilemma concerning her presiding beliefs about teaching and
learning and that proposed by the games-based pedagogy. Nevertheless, despite Jenna’s
established beliefs about teaching and learning in PE, with her philosophy grounded in skillsbased practice, she persevered with the PD process. The following conversation illustrates
Jenna’s dilemma:
Jenna:

yeah, I’ve got a good understanding of skills, but it’s not skills that I
need to have an understanding of. It’s…

Researcher:

but we can still focus on skills, Jenna, it’s not a problem to focus on
them as long as we’re doing it within the context of the game. So, you
know,

Jenna:

if I’m missing the context of the game, it might be overridden by skills
which defeats the purpose of what we’re doing
(Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)

The PD challenged Jenna’s beliefs about teaching and learning in PE. However, she
overcame the resistance to change and persevered with the PD process and facilitated change
to her teaching practice.
These findings show Barry and Fred’s lack of willingness to collaborate and engage in the
PD process, and the limited accountability for this is consistent with other PD research
around education reform and facilitating change (Zimmerman, 2006). Considering Barry and
Fred’s later withdrawal from the study, perhaps these early attitudes reveal a lack of tenacity
and commitment to initiate and sustain change to their teaching practice. Moreover, these
findings possibly highlight issues with coherence, showing that perhaps the model of PD and
the GCA pedagogy proposed was not in line with Barry and Fred’s goals and learning needs
or perhaps their beliefs about teaching and learning. As Butler (2005) argues, ‘the rub is that
change is not always comfortable’ (p. 228) specifically referring to the generation of teachers
who ‘teach the way they were taught’ (p. 226). These issues with coherence and resistance to
change were particularly apparent with Barry and Fred during the planning phase with the
increased demands for the teachers to plan a unit of work and subsequent lesson plans. The
findings here suggest that teacher attitude may impact on the success of a PD program in
supporting change to teaching practice. These findings reinforce the importance of the needsassessment phase within the PD model, providing early insight into teacher attitude and
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dispositions, that may reveal their suitability to initiate and sustain change to their teaching
practice.

Breakdown of collegial relationships
As the PD progressed, fractures began to appear within the faculty, with a breakdown in
collegiately between the PLC members. The difference in attitudes between Sarah and Jenna
and Barry and Fred appeared to negatively impact the collegial relationships within the
faculty, implicating the PD process. Towards the end of the PD process, Sarah and Jenna
revealed the conflict and animosity caused within the faculty. This conflict appeared to be in
response the Sarah and Jenna’s continued participation in the PD. There appeared to be a real
dilemma regarding the learning culture within the faculty. Both Sarah and Jenna disclosed the
nature of discussions between them and Fred and Barry when discussing GCAs and the PD
process. The noted, “Heated arguments, yes agree to disagree and moving on and it was like
this conversation now must end before somebody hurts somebody” (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 20th June 2014) and “Pretty heated over lunchtime, raised voices, but what about
[traditional pedagogy] this is what I know, this is what I have taught” (Jenna, Teacher
interview, 20th June 2014).
Sarah described the impact of her and Jenna’s sustained participation in the PD process on
the faculty as “Divided. Divided interest. Divided support. Reluctance to change long-term
practices” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20th June 2014). Jenna corroborated this by adding “Not
only just to change but to see the benefit [of using game-based pedagogy]. I think that has
been a thing where I have been trying to explain that and he [Fred] keeps going we will agree
to disagree – he just does not want to understand” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
Both Jenna and Sarah were disappointed with the lack of involvement and collaboration from
Barry and Fred, mainly since Jenna and Sarah were able to reflect on their practice and see
the benefits of the PD process and implementing GCAs with their students.
Both Sarah and Jenna felt unsupported in their efforts to facilitate change to their teaching
practice by Barry, Fred and Senior Management at the school. They did not feel the
implementation of GCAs was advocated, facilitated or supported within the PDHPE faculty.
Jenna comments, “there will be no facilitating change here” (Jenna, Teacher Interview, 18
June 2014) and “She [The Principal] seemed supportive of the process right at the beginning,
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but once the process started, we haven’t seen her or heard her” (Jenna, Teacher Interview, 18
June 2014). The following extract also notes how Jenna and Sarah felt unsupported,
Researcher:

Do you think the implementation of a game centred approach was
advocated here, facilitated and supported?

Jenna:

As a whole school, or as a whole faculty?

Researcher:

Think in terms of you two, as a faculty and as a whole school.

Sarah:

As a faculty, no. From Senior Management, no.

Jenna:

No
(Teacher interview, 18 June 2014).

It appeared that, despite the attempted personalised nature of the PD being tailored to the
teachers’ individual needs, there was a minimal culture for change within the school or
faculty. As the teachers engaged in the PD process, the value of the PD started to diminish.
There was no driving philosophy across the school or within the department, nor was there a
mechanism for accountability. Therefore, the structure of the PD struggled to impact the
teachers’ practice and the learning culture within the faculty, particularly when dilemma such
as accountability and support or value for PD were not evident. These findings raise some
critical questions regarding the culture for learning within the faculty and how PD tackles
cultural dilemmas such as resistance to change, as presented here. Consideration needs to be
given to how these cultural dilemmas will be resolved and overcome when implementing a
model of PD.
Teacher capacity to implement Game Centred Approaches
The observational benchmark tool designed using Metzler’s (2011) ‘tactical games teacher
benchmark’ elements was used as a fidelity checklist to measure the faithful implementation
and quality and quantity of implementation of GCAs. This benchmarking tool provided a lens
through which to make a judgement about the teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs and a
means to determine the impact of the PD process. Analysis using the benchmark tool was
conducted on the teachers’ unit overview and individual lessons plans in the planning phase
and through observation of each of the teachers’ lessons delivered in the implementation
phase. Each of the benchmark elements was recorded according to whether they were
present, present to a lesser degree or absent. A compliance measure was calculated for the
unit overview, each of the lesson plans and their subsequent delivery. The compliance
measure allowed the teachers’ implementation of GCAs to be compared across each PD
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phase and inference to be drawn regarding the teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs across
the PD process. The findings using the benchmark tool are corroborated with analysis of the
teacher interviews and researcher observations.

Initial capacity to implement GCAs
Initial analysis of the teachers’ unit overview using the benchmark tool revealed two of the
eight benchmark elements to be present. Unit analysis included elements 1. Creating a
tactical problem as the organising centre for learning tasks and 2. Teacher begins unit
segment with a game form to assess student knowledge. There was no evidence of the
remaining six elements included in the unit overview (see Appendix 20), demonstrating only
25% compliance with the GCA (see Table 9).
Table 9. Teacher Benchmarks: Unit Overview - Observational Benchmark tool analysis

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Benchmark Element
Creating a tactical problem as the organising
centre for learning tasks*
Teacher begins unit segment with a game form to
assess student knowledge*
Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas
from game form,
Teacher uses deductive questions to get students
to solve the tactical problem*
Teacher uses clear communications for situated
learning tasks,
Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback
during situated learning tasks*
Teacher provides a review that includes the
tactical problems of the lesson.
Assessment.

Compliance to all benchmark elements
*

Unit Plan

% Compliance

ü

100%

ü

100%

X

0%

X

0%

X

0%

X

0%

X

0%

X
2 of the 8
elements

0%
25%

Non-negotiable elements (as espoused by Gurvitch, Blankenship, Metzler &
Lund, 2008, Harvey et al., 2016 & Harvey & Robertson, 2017).

The expectation, as guided by other GCA research (See: Gurvitch, Blankenship, Metzler &
Lund, 2008, Harvey et al., 2016 & Harvey & Robertson, 2017) was that four of the eight
benchmark elements (50% compliance) would be met to demonstrate competency, with the
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four key ‘non-negotiable’ teacher benchmarks including 1. teacher uses tactical problems as
the organising centre for the learning tasks, 2. teacher begins each lesson with a game form to
assess students’ knowledge, 3. teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve
tactical problems, 4. teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning
tasks. Only two of the ‘non-negotiable’ teacher benchmarks were demonstrated, showing
limited fidelity to the GCA model. These findings suggest that the teachers’ initial capacity to
implement GCAs effectively was limited, unsurprising given the teachers starting place with
limited exposure to games-based pedagogy and superficial knowledge and understanding
associated with GCAs. Since Sarah had taken a lead role in the collaborative planning of the
unit overview, these findings are possibly more accurately representative of Sarah’s capacity
in this planning phase over Jenna’s.
Despite the observational benchmark tool showing evidence of the tactical games’ elements
in the unit overview, analysis of the teacher interviews showed Jenna and Sarah’s uncertainty
and difficulties around designing teaching and learning activities to highlight a tactical
problem. For example, Sarah noted, “Yeah, like for instance, the lesson on using space, that
was the hardest one, I guess. Like, we were sitting thinking how on earth were we going to
teach them about using space or taking in turns to break for the ball and all that” (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 1 May 2014). Furthermore, in a later interview stating, “I guess coming
up with the lessons and figuring out how to create environments so that they can focus on just
one aspect like whether it is maintaining possession or how they use the space which they’ve
got, the strategic problem” (Teacher interview, 16th May 2014). Similarly, Jenna struggled to
see how games could be designed around a tactical concept to highlight game-play or skilled
performance through the context of a game. She comments,
Jenna:

yeah, I’ve got a good understanding of skills, but it’s not skills that I
need to have an understanding of. It’s…

Researcher:

But we can still focus on skills, Jenna, it’s not a problem to focus on
them as long as we’re doing it within the context of the game. So, you
know…

Jenna:

if I’m missing the context of the game, it might be overridden by skills
which defeats the purpose of what we’re doing
(Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)
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These findings further reflect the teachers beginning knowledge and understanding
surrounding GCAs which impacted on their capacity to implement GCAs early in the PD
process. Given the teachers’ starting point and their limited exposure to GCAs, these findings
were to be expected. These findings highlight the extensive support the teachers needed to
implement GCAs authentically as part of the PD process.

172

Table 10. Teacher Benchmarks: Sarah’s Lesson Plan and Lesson Delivery - Observational Benchmark tool analysis
Sarah Lesson Plans
Benchmark Element
1. Creating a tactical problem as the organising
centre for learning tasks*
2. Teacher begins unit segment with a game
form to assess student knowledge*
3. Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill
areas from game form
4. Teacher uses deductive questions to get
students to solve the tactical problem*
5. Teacher uses clear communications for
situated learning tasks
6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and
feedback during situated learning tasks*
7. Teacher provides a review that includes the
tactical problems of the lesson
8. Assessment
Compliance to all benchmark elements

ü
x

element present
element present but to a lesser degree
element not present

Sarah Lesson Delivery

1

2

3

4

5

%
Complianc
e

ü

ü

ü

ü

ü

100%

ü

X

X

ü

50%

ü

ü

ü

ü

ü

100%

ü

ü

ü

ü

100%

ü

ü

ü

X

ü

80%

-

X

X

ü

38%

ü

ü

ü

X

ü

80%

-

-

X

ü

50%

X

X

X

X

ü

20%

-

-

X

ü

50%

X

X

X

X

ü

20%

-

-

X

ü

50%

X

X

X

X

ü

20%

-

-

X

ü

50%

X
4/8
50
%

X
4/8
50
%

X
4/8
50
%

ü
3/8
38
%

X
7/8
88
%

20%
22/40

5/8

3.5/8

ü
2/8

X
7/8

50%
17.5/32

55%

63%

44%

25%

88%

55%

*
-

Non-negotiable elements
No change in capacity from previous phase

<
>

1

3

4

5

%
Complian
ce

Decrease in capacity from previous phase
Increase in capacity from previous phase
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Table 11. Teacher Benchmarks: Jenna’s Lesson Plan and Lesson Delivery - Observational Benchmark tool analysis
Jenna Lesson Plans
Benchmark Element

Jenna Lesson Delivery

1

2

3

4

5

6

%
Compliance

1

3

5

6

%
Compliance

1. Creating a tactical problem as the organising
centre for learning tasks*

ü

ü

ü

ü

ü

ü

100%

ü

-

x

ü

63%

2. Teacher begins unit segment with a game form to
assess student knowledge*

ü

ü

ü

ü

ü

ü

100%

ü

ü

ü

ü

100%

3. Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas
from game form,

ü

ü

ü

ü

X

ü

83%

-

-

x

ü

50%

4. Teacher uses deductive questions to get students
to solve the tactical problem*

ü

ü

ü

ü

X

ü

83%

ü

-

x

ü

63%

5. Teacher uses clear communications for situated
learning tasks

X

X

X

X

X

ü

17%

ü

-

ü

ü

88%

6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback
during situated learning tasks*

X

X

X

X

X

ü

17%

-

ü

x

ü

63%

7. Teacher provides a review that includes the
tactical problems of the lesson

X

X

X

X

X

ü

17%

-

ü

ü

ü

88%

X

X

X

X

ü

X

17%

-

x

ü

x

38%

4/8
50
%

4/8
50
%

4/8
50
%

4/8
50
%

3/8
38
%

7/8
88
%

26/48

6/8

5/8

4/8

7/8

22/32

54%

75%

63%

50%

88%

69%

8. Assessment
Compliance to all benchmark elements

ü
x

element present
element present but to a lesser degree
element not present

*
-

Non-negotiable elements
No change in capacity from previous phase

<
>

Decrease in capacity from previous phase
Increase in capacity from previous phase
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Table 12. Compliance measures across the Unit Planning, Lesson planning and Implementation phases
Jenna

Sarah
Benchmark Element

Unit
Lesson Plan

Lesson Delivery

Lesson Plan

Lesson Delivery

1. Creating a tactical problem as the organising
centre for learning tasks,

100%

-

100%

<50%

50%

-

100%

<37%

63%

2. Teacher begins unit segment with a game form to
assess student knowledge,

100%

-

100%

-

100%

-

100%

-

100%

3. Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas
from game form,

0%

> 80%

80%

<42%

38%

>83%

83%

<33%

50%

4. Teacher uses deductive questions to get students
to solve the tactical problem,

0%

>80%

80%

<30%

50%

>83%

83%

<20%

63%

5. Teacher uses clear communications for situated
learning tasks,

0%

>20%

20%

>30%

50%

>17%

17%

>71%

88%

6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback
during situated learning tasks

0%

>20%

20%

>30%

50%

>17%

17%

>46%

63%

7. Teacher provides a review that includes the
tactical problems of the lesson.

0%

>20%

20%

>30%

50%

>17%

17%

>71%

88%

8. Assessment.

0%

>20%

20%

>30%

50%

>17%

17%

>21%

38%

Compliance to all benchmark elements

25%

>30%

55%

-

55%

>29%

54%

>15%

69%

<

Decrease in capacity from previous phase

>

Increase in capacity from previous phase
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Improved capacity to implement Game Centred Approaches
In contrast, comparing the teachers’ compliance measures across the lesson planning and
lesson implementation phases demonstrated the teachers improved capacity to address the
benchmark elements. Table 10 and Table 11 show Sarah and Jenna’s respective lesson plan
and lesson delivery analysis using the observational benchmark tool with calculated
compliance measure for each element, with a comparison of their compliance scores across
the planning and implementation phase shown in Table 12. In the lesson planning phase, all
eight benchmark elements were increasingly present in both teachers’ lesson plans,
demonstrated through the teachers’ increased overall compliance score, with more
benchmark elements being presented in the teachers’ lesson plans compared to their unit
overview. Sarah and Jenna’s overall compliance score improved from 25% in their unit plan
to 55% and 54% (see Table 12) respectively across their lesson plans; demonstrating a 25%
and 24% increase in their compliance measures (the 1% difference between them can be
accounted for by Jenna teaching one extra lesson than Sarah). These findings show
significantly increased fidelity to GCAs when planning GCA lessons.
Significant improvement was observed in elements 3. Teacher identifies needed tactical and
skill areas from game form, and 4. Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve
the tactical problem, with the compliance measure for these elements increasing from 0% in
the unity plan to 80% in the lesson plan for Sarah, and 0% to 83% for Jenna. Some
improvement was also observed with elements, 5. Teacher uses clear communications for
situated learning tasks, 6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated
learning tasks, 7. Teacher provides a review that includes the tactical problems of the lesson
and 8. Assessment. The compliance scores for these elements improved from 0% to 20% for
Sarah and 17% for Jenna. Comparing these compliance measures across the unit planning
and the lesson planning phase shows a considerable growth in the teachers’ capacity to
address these elements when planning their lessons.
These findings show that both Sarah and Jenna were able to consistently demonstrate three of
the four non-negotiable elements through their lesson plans, showing they were able to plan
lessons with greater faithfulness to GCAs. These findings suggest that the teachers’ capacity
to implement GCAs had developed from the unit planning phase to the lesson planning
phase. As such, it could be suggested that the PD had a positive impact on the teachers’
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ability to plan GCA lessons. It appeared that the PD process with the scaffolding strategies
applied had a significant impact on the teachers’ capacity to plan GCA lessons, with
significant improvements to elements 3 and 4. Conversely, these findings also indicate that
the teachers still needed further support and scaffolding around elements 5-8. The findings
also suggest that some of the previous barriers may still have been in place, impacting on the
effective implementation of the GCAs. Regardless, the PD appeared to have supported the
teachers in building their capacity to implement GCAs authentically.
Further improvements were observed across the lesson implementation phase, particularly for
Jenna. Jenna demonstrated a 15% improvement across her lesson with her overall compliance
measure increasing from 54% in the lesson planning phase to 69% in the implementation
phase. Although less significant than the 24% gain in compliance from the unit planning to
the lesson planning phase, this 15% gain still demonstrates an improvement for Jenna,
showing greater fidelity to GCAs and further growth in her capacity to implement GCAs in
practice. In contrast, Sarah’s overall compliance measure remained the same at 55% for both
the planning and implementation phases, suggesting no change in her capacity to implement
GCAs between the lesson planning and lesson implementation phases. However,
improvements with some elements were observed.
Analysis of each individual benchmark element across the lesson implementation phase
showed significant improvements with elements five to eight, the elements less evident in the
planning phase. Jenna’s compliance measure for elements 5 and 7 dramatically increased
71%, from 17% to 88%, element 5 increased by 46% and elements 8 increased 21%; whilst
Sarah’s increased 30%, from 20% to 50% for each of the elements 5 to 8. These findings
show that the teachers were better able to demonstrate these communication and assessment
elements in practice compared to the theoretical application in their lesson plan. It is possible
that the practical setting may have allowed these communication elements to be better
observed compared to the theoretical nature of the lesson plan. However, the findings still
show improvements in the teachers’ capacity to implement these elements in practice.
Moreover, in planning and delivering their final lesson, Sarah’s lesson five (LP5) and Jenna’s
lesson six (LP6), both teachers demonstrated seven of the eight benchmark elements in their
lesson plan and in practice when delivering their lesson. Analysis of these final lessons
showed that the teachers could both plan and deliver lessons demonstrating a much greater
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degree of faithfulness, with 88% compliance with GCAs. The only missing element was
element 8. Assessment.
These findings show increased fidelity to GCAs across the lesson planning and lesson
implementation phases, particularly for Jenna, with both teachers demonstrating an improved
capacity to implement GCAs authentically. These findings may infer that the PD had been
successful in providing ongoing support for the teachers in order to further develop their
capacity to implement GCAs authentically. Analysis of the teacher interviews corroborated
these findings across the lesson planning and implementation phases. The teachers,
encouraged to reflect on their practice as part of the PD process, were able to self-detect their
developing capacity when implementing GCAs. Sarah noted, “I feel like I’m getting better, I
was saying to you [Casual teacher] I’ve been practising my lessons. Like we just did one this
morning and I think the lesson went pretty well. I think Paul [Casual teacher] was surprised
how smoothly it ran… I thought it went well” and “Yeah like I feel slightly confident to run
them [GCA lessons] as I have been, well just been doing it, but I guess it’s I’ve really only
done like, I guess, with the strategical questions or problems or whatever” (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 16 May, 2014). Following a later lesson, Sarah noted, “I guess I feel like I am
learning more about how to teach the concept of the game rather than this is how you play the
game” (Teacher interview, 23 May 2014). The PD process had supported Sarah’s ability to
self-reflect on her teaching practice, along with improving her confidence and capacity to
implement GCAs, where she started to detect specific elements of GCA within her practice.
This development in Sarah’s capacity led her to experiment with games-based pedagogy in
other lessons. Sarah noted, “yeah so like we have been trying, so like yesterday we were
doing an invasion game strategy, you know games that approach strategy for invasion games,
we were using hockey as our sport of choice for something a bit different. And like it went
pretty well yesterday for a first lesson” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014).
Similarly, Jenna reflects on her improving confidence and capacity when implementing her
lessons, noting “I did enjoy last week’s lesson because I could see exactly the teams that were
working, that had skills and the teams that did not, and it was just really easy to modify”
(Jenna, Teacher interview, 23 May). Moreover, “I did not feel that I needed to refer to the
notes as much because I had an understanding of how the question was going to go a little bit
more” (Teacher interview, 23 May 2014). These findings suggest that the PD process has
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built Jenna’s capacity to reflect on her practice and identify what is going on in the games.
The teachers were building their capacity and confidence as active learners.
As the PD progressed, the teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs developed, with specific
success both in planning and delivering their final lesson. These findings suggest that the PD
was successful in supporting the teachers learning and developing their capacity to
implement GCAs. However, these findings also expose areas where the teachers needed
further support to further develop their capacity to implement GCAs. Moreover, it is
important to note that these findings are related to one chosen unit of work, where the
teachers felt they had proficient content knowledge and confidence. Thus, the teachers would
possibly require further and perhaps different support when applying games-based pedagogy
to other activities and environments. Although, they would be starting from a different
knowledge base compared to this unit.
Translating Game Centres Approach theory to practice
Despite the foregrounding evidence supporting the teachers’ improved capacity throughout
the lesson planning and implementation phase, the less significant improvement in the
teachers’ compliance measures during the implementation phase reveals some significant
findings around the teachers’ capacity to deliver their GCA lessons, or more specifically their
capacity to translate GCA theory into practice. During the implementation phase, Jenna
demonstrated less significant growth in capacity with a 15% increase in her compliance
score, compared to the 29% increase in the lesson planning phase. More significantly,
Sarah’s compliance measure remained unchanged between the two phases, showing no
change in her capacity to implement GCAs. The teachers demonstrated less significant gains
in capacity when delivering their lessons in practice, compared to planning their lessons,
suggesting the teachers had difficulty when delivering their lessons, or more specifically
when translating the GCA theory in practice. As such, there is a notion that planning, and
practice can demonstrate different results. The teachers required further support when
attempting to deliver their GCA lessons. Moreover, during this implementation phase, Jenna
was more consistent and more successful in demonstrating the GCA benchmark elements
when delivering her lessons, showing a greater degree of faithfulness and more authentic
delivery of GCAs. These findings reveal significant differences between the two teachers,
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with Jenna, the more experienced teacher, showing greater improvement in her capacity and
more success in implementing GCAs in practice compared to Sarah.
Observations of the teachers’ lessons, along with the teacher and researcher interviews,
corroborated these findings. Early discussions with the teachers showed that they had some
idea of what they wanted to plan but struggled to see what this looked like in practice. They
had difficulties taking the GCA theory from the researcher and the provided resources and
putting it into practice. The following teacher interviews reflect how both Sarah and Jenna
struggled to grasp the concept of the lesson, with comments such as, “I think I just need time
to actually wrap my head around what am I wanting them to achieve or learn or do Individual things. I guess maybe so it does run smoother during the lesson” (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 23 May 2014). And,
I just think it is just a greater understanding of the purpose of the lesson and how to
differentiate the differences because sometimes I do not always clearly see the
difference between possession and attack because if you are attacking you are in
possession, so they cross over. (Jenna, Teacher interview, 23 May 2014)
Clearly, there is some progression with Jenna’s knowledge and understanding since she is
starting to focus on the tactical aspects of the game. However, the link between possession
and attack is not clear. She is not able to see that one can be in attack without possession and
defensive with possession. As such, it appeared that her limited knowledge and
understanding impacted on her capacity to implement the GCA element in practice.
The researcher noted the difference in capacity between the teachers. This disparity was
evident in her discussion regarding teachers’ progress with the expert panel,
I thought Jenna’s lesson was stronger. In terms of GCAs, I think that she showed
better knowledge and I thought that she showed better pedagogical skills. She moved
around a lot more and visited those individual groups. I think some of her questioning
was good, some of it wasn’t relevant to the learning outcomes and I don’t feel that she
addressed the three main questions from that lesson plan, but I do think that she
modified games beyond what was in the lesson plan. (Researcher, Expert Interview,
21 May 2014)
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Similarly, in reflecting on their lesson implementation as part of the PD process, Jenna noted
her continued progress, stating “I think it went well” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 23 May
2014) and again in a later lesson noting, “Mine ran smoothly actually” (Jenna, Teacher
interview, 13 June 2014). In comparison, Sarah’s provides a more critical reflection of her
lessons, stating, “I thought it was shocking!” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 13 June 2014) and
again, noting how she struggled to get through the planned content,
Well, I do not know if I am just not getting through as much as maybe we think we
can in the lesson and maybe that is me spending time setting up while they are doing
something else so maybe the activity they are actually doing it for a lot longer than
they need to in order to get the point of what they are doing. (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 23 May 2014)
Even from this early observation, Jenna’s competence over Sarah was observed, suggesting
her teaching experience may have impacted her capacity to implement GCAs. Closer analysis
of each element highlighted the specific areas that the teachers required further and ongoing
support with when delivering their GCA lesson, whilst revealing further disparity between
the teachers. These findings further guided the PD process, informing the researcher of the
specific areas of GCAs that the teachers needed support. For example, Sarah needed ongoing
assistance with classroom management and the use of questioning strategies, where the
researcher was able to step in and support Sarah in her lessons, and she continued to use the
questioning scaffolds (see Appendix 22).
Despite both Sarah and Jenna showing marked improvement in their compliance scores for
the communication and assessment elements (elements 5 - 8) when implementing their
planned lessons, the disparity between the scores showed the difference in capacity between
the teachers. Jenna’s compliance measures for elements 5. Teacher uses clear
communications for situated learning tasks and element 7. Teacher provides a review that
includes the tactical problems of the lesson, and to a lesser degree element 6. Teacher uses
high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning tasks, were substantially higher
than Sarah’s, with a far greater increase between the lesson planning phase and the lesson
implementation phase. As such, Jenna was better able to consistently demonstrate these
elements when delivering her lessons, demonstrating greater capacity to implement these
elements in practice than Sarah. There was one exception, element 8) Assessment, where
Sarah showed a greater increase in capacity when delivering her lessons compared to Jenna.
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Further supporting Jenna’s greater capacity around implementing these elements, the
Researcher makes the following notes when observing her lesson; Jenna provides “very clear
instructions at the start of the lessons”, “Jenna works well engaging with individual groups,”
and the “Class is kept on task as she moves around different groups” (Lesson observation,
16th May 2014). Again, in a later lesson, the researcher comments, “Great communication
throughout lesson” (Lesson observation, 13th June 2014). As expected with an experienced
teacher, Jenna appeared far more at ease with the situated nature of the learning or possibly
had better knowledge and understanding, which lead to more effective implementation of
GCA lesson. In contrast, Sarah’s lesson observations further exposed her inexperience and
difficulties implementing these elements in practice, where it was clear she required further
support in delivering her lessons and translating the GCA theory into practice. These
difficulties are discussed in detail below when revealing the specific areas, the teachers
required further support.
The disparity between the teachers may suggest that the PD had better developed Jenna’s
capacity to implement GCAs than Sarah’s, suggesting the PD process had a greater impact on
supporting Jenna’s teaching and learning and facilitating change to her teaching practice.
Equally, these findings may suggest that Jenna, the more experienced teacher, had a greater
capacity to translate the GCA theory into practice, compared to Sarah, the newly qualified
teacher. As such, these findings could indicate that teaching experience may impact on
teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs, or more specifically, on teachers’ ability to translate
theory to practice. Jenna was a more experienced teacher, having taught at the same school
for 13 years, compared to Sarah, who had only graduated from University two years
previous. Jenna’s years of teaching may have provided her with a greater skill set to manage
a lesson and game environment, perhaps better allowing her to focus on the pedagogy
proposed by the PD. Perhaps Jenna’s more extensive teaching experience had provided her
with greater capacity to use a wider range of teaching approaches, along with a deeper
knowledge and understating pertinent for teaching using games-based pedagogy. Jenna
supports this in one of her own comments, in response to the comparison of Sarah’s lesson to
hers, stating “I guess maybe that just comes with more teaching experience, more coaching
experience” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 23 May 2014). As such, it is possible that the more
teaching experience a teacher has provides a better platform for supporting the
implementation for GCAS.
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Translating theory into practice - Elements requiring further support
The continuous and simultaneous collection and analysis of the data throughout the PD
process allowed an ongoing assessment of the teachers’ needs. The data analysis from the
observational benchmark tool, teacher interviews, Post-teaching Reflective Analysis (PTRA)
and the researcher observations helped identified the specific areas where the teachers
required further support. The data analysis further informed the PD process, whereby the
researcher tried to tailor the PD to scaffold and support the teachers’ implementation of
GCAs. The initial needs-assessment attempted to explore the teachers’ individual needs
regarding GCAs and identify the specific elements requiring support. However, it was not
until planning and the implementation phase, that these specific needs or elements for support
were identified. These findings show that as the PD progressed and the teachers were
engaged in reflective practice, the teachers’ capacity grew, along with as their knowledge and
understanding of GCAs, where they were better able to identify their needs. The findings
here highlight the importance of the AR nature of the PD and the importance of the
Researcher’s continuous assessment of the teachers’ needs throughout the PD process.
The findings through the implementation phase showed that both Jenna and Sarah’s
compliance scores for elements 1. Creating a tactical problem as the organising centre for
learning tasks, 3. Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from game form, and 4.
Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve the tactical problem, three of the
four ‘non-negotiable’ elements’ decreased when delivering their lessons. Further exposing
the disparity between the teachers, Sarah’s compliance scores for these elements, dropped
more when compared with Jenna’s, further highlighting the disparity between the teachers
and the greater difficulties she had putting these GCA elements into practice. The findings
also exposed Sarah’s difficulties around modifying and adapting games when implementing
her lessons, showing the greater support she needed when implementing her GCA lessons.
Again, these findings could be related to the amount of teaching experience she had
compared to Jenna.
The teachers’ planning and practice yielded different results. These findings suggest that the
teachers had difficulties implementing these key GCA elements in practice, despite having
planned for them with the support of the researcher in the lesson planning phase. There
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appeared to be a breakdown when it came to translating the GCA model into practice. These
findings subsequently informed the PD, where greater support was needed when
implementing their lessons. The researcher attempted to do this during the lesson by team
teaching with the teachers, stepping in to support when the teacher appeared to need it. Clear
improvements were made in the teachers’ final lesson with significantly improved
compliance to GCAs for both teachers.

A tactical focus for games
Both Sarah and Jenna’s compliance measures for elements 1) Creating a tactical problem as
the organising centre for learning tasks, and 2) Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill
areas from game form, decreased when implementing their lesson. Although Jenna’s
compliance measure was still at 63% for these elements, this was still a substantial decrease
(37% and 33% respectively) from the lesson planning phase. Moreover, despite Sarah’s
University experience with GCAs and her lessons plans showing evidence of the tactical
games’ elements (elements 1 and 3), when it came to applying the model, or theoretical
principles to practice and delivering her lessons, she struggled, with a compliance measure of
50% and 42% respectively.
In particular, Sarah experienced difficulties surrounding lesson and game management
around a tactical focus, difficulties typical of a newly qualified teacher, showing her
inexperience in teaching. Often the opening activity did not highlight the focus for learning
within the lesson or set the scene for the development of tactical awareness and decisionmaking. The researcher made the following observations of Sarah’s lessons,
They [the students] were not presented with a focus question or problem to solve.
Sarah set the kids off, but they were very unsure of what actually to do. Sarah was not
able to pose questions or tactical problems within the games, as the groups were too
far apart. She just set them off to play the game and watched from afar. She had very
little input into the games. (Lesson observation, 16th May 2014)
Sarah attempted to explore what the students had learnt at the summation of the lesson.
However, the lack of tactical focus throughout the lesson meant that the plenary involved a
review of the lesson activities, rather than a summary of the students learning. For example,
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Sarah conducted a good plenary session at the end that summarised the lesson but
again there didn’t appear to be a tactical focus to the lesson. It was more a review of
the lesson content and the aim of the activities. This would have been a great
opportunity to drive home the focus of the lesson. (Lesson observation, 16 May 2014)
Furthermore, in a later lesson, “Sarah failed to focus learning around a tactical problem and
didn’t set up a problem to be solved” (Lesson observation, 30 May 2014). The class were not
asked to solve a tactical problem and explore the different ways this might be achieved. In
Sarah’s reflections, she did note her goal for the following lesson to “teach the students how
to set up an attack to score a goal” Sarah, PTRA, 16 May 2014), showing her ability identify
the tactical focus in games as an area to be developed and suggesting her capacity to identify
her learning needs was developing.
It appeared that when the content moved outside of the teachers’ ‘sphere of expertise’, that is,
a movement skill orientated view, the teachers were challenged by connecting the teaching
and learning activities used, with the game concepts they were trying to get the student to
understand, or more specifically, the tactical problem they were trying to solve. Informed by
these findings, the PD was tailored to build the teachers capacity around implementing these
tactical elements of GCAs in practice and into their lessons.
In contrast, Jenna appeared more adept. Her lessons showed that she was able to set a tactical
problem to be solved, however, rather than letting the class explore the different ways that
this might be achieved, she got them to explore it verbally before going into games. The
researcher notes,
She [Jenna] didn’t leave a problem to be solved. She started the session with the
question and answered it there and then without letting the students explore the
activities and come up with the answers. She asks the question and gets the answer
there and then rather than letting them explore the answer. (Lesson observation, 16
May 2014)
Jenna was progressing but her limited experience with GCAs and answering questions for
students is evident. Answering questions for students is a typical issue with questioning, on
average teachers wait for one second or less after posing a question (Cotton, 2001). However,
in this case, it might represent Jenna trying to keep control of the learning environment. Jenna
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appeared uncertain about the lesson purpose and content knowledge which perhaps started to
cause overload. The researcher comments,
Jenna works her way around the groups really well and is able to guide learning, she
is able to work well with the defender and give guidance to how to help the defender.
However, the focus of this lesson is attacking and passing. She doesn’t seem to have a
very clear focus. (Lesson observation, 16 May 2014)
These findings suggest that Jenna is challenging her old pedagogical beliefs and practice but
possibly still battling with the proposed GCA pedagogy and trying to control the learning
environment, perhaps with some fear that it may lead to areas where she is not strong on
content. Both teachers needed further support in establishing a learning intention to focus
learning and direct teaching and learning activities and game modifications, to successfully
implement GCAs. Subsequently, the PD process needed to be adapted to support the teachers
in developing the capacity around this area.

Questioning
Sarah and Jenna’s compliance measures also dropped for element 4) Teacher uses deductive
questions to get students to solve the tactical problem when implementing their lessons.
Again, Sarah’s compliance measure dropped more than Jenna’s from 80% to 50% when
delivering her lessons, whilst Jenna’s only dropped 20% from 83% to 63%. Further analysis
of the data showed that Sarah required considerable support around the use of questioning
through the planning and the implementation phase. When reflecting on her learning during
the planning phase, Sarah recognises her need for support around questioning, commenting,
I think just more of an idea of the questions, like the questioning, um, like questioning
technique really, getting that down… I think it’s just probably being able to remember
the questions that I want to ask. I think that’s the only downfall I might have… It’s
just remembering that, the focus of the questions like what I actually want to ask them
to get what I want out of them. (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014)
Furthermore, in her lesson reflection, noting “I think my questioning could be improved. I
didn’t remember the questions I originally wanted to ask” (Sarah, PTRA, 16 May 2014). In
attempting to address each of the GCA elements, Sarah appeared overwhelmed with the
number of elements she had to remember in order to effectively implement GCAs, raising an
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interesting point regarding the use of all eight benchmarks as a measure of capacity with
beginners learning a new approach.
During the implementation phase, the findings showed that Sarah did attempt to use
questioning in her teaching practice. However, she still required ongoing support. Reflecting
on her lessons, Sarah notes “I guess just wrapping my head around all the questions. I was
trying to remember things that I wanted to ask” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 23 May 2014),
and
Like I said, I have been trying to do it with other classes, but I probably only asked
maybe two questions where I think in that one there were six or something and I felt it
was too much. By the time you get a few kids’ responses then you are going to be
sitting there 15 minutes and I think that is too long. (Sarah, Teacher interview, 23
May 2014)
Subsequently, in order to support Sarah and build her capacity in using questioning strategies,
the researcher developed some questioning scaffolds (see Appendix 22) to support Sarah’s
use of questioning in her lessons. The collaborative nature of the PD allowed the researcher
to support Sarah’s learning by getting her to identify three focus questions that would
facilitate learning each lesson,
We only ever have two or three focus questions. We go through and look at some other
questioning and try to anticipate what the kids will do or what we hope to see, but there
is nothing wrong with sticking to those two or three questions throughout the entire
lesson and just asking those questions. As you get more skilful at this approach you will
be able to identify what is going on in the game and say oh right, okay – like you have
already started doing – why did you do that? How are you doing this? I guess for your
understanding the concept and having those questions there beforehand but then
building your confidence to identify it in a game. (Researcher, Teacher interview, 23rd
May 2014)
More adept, Jenna did not seek support with the use of questioning and appeared confident in
her ability to use questioning strategies within her lesson. The researcher comments, “She
[Jenna] conducted a good question and answer regarding the rules for Netball. Jenna’s class
management and questioning are far better. She is very clear and articulates well” (Lesson
observation, 16th May 2014). Despite Jenna’s observed capacity to use questioning strategies,
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the researcher identified a need to focus on Jenna’s use of questioning on what she wanted
the students to learn. For example, “Jenna asks some questions ‘what do you need to do
differently now?’ which is good but needs to try and facilitate learning around the aim of the
lesson i.e. possession, passing etc. Need to plan some questions with her” (Lesson
observation, 16th May 2014), and “There is a clear lack of connection between Jenna’s
questioning and the aim of the lesson” (Jenna, Lesson Observation 2, 21 May 2014). As a
result, Jenna “struggled to get significant information out of them [the students]. She tended
to ask questions and then answer them because she wasn’t able to get the response she
wanted out of the students” (Lesson observation, 16th May 2014); a possible pitfall of
planning questions to ask.
The findings here may reflect the limitations of Jenna’s knowledge and understanding, where
she possibly wanted to answer the questions to direct the learning or perhaps not have her
own knowledge and understanding challenged. It appeared that the use of questions and interstudent dialogue seemed to create an out of control lesson, which clashed with her perceived
role as a teacher. These findings highlight issues with coherence, where Jenna’s knowledge
and understanding of what her role is and how she teaches are challenged. The findings
during the implementation phase suggest that the teachers had limited knowledge and
understanding of how to formulate relevant questions in order to deduct the relevant response
from the students, and how to focus and facilitate learning using questioning techniques.
These findings are unsurprising given the teachers’ difficulties seeing the tactical problem in
play; questions are of little value if you can’t see the problem to be solved, you will not know
the answer.

Assessment
Analysis during the planning process revealed that the teachers had limited knowledge of
how to conduct authentic assessment in a practical setting, or more specifically, how to
implement authentic assessment that assessed games performance or at least assess skill
performance situated in the context of a game. Furthermore, they were not familiar with any
assessment tools that would help them assess game performance. The researcher made the
following comments in her reflective journal, “I’m really not sure they have any idea about
assessment and haven’t thought about assessment at all through their practical units. It
appears that they used to do skill tests and only through observation.” (Researcher reflective
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journal 16th May 2014) and “they were not able to identify how they would best assess the
students’ knowledge when participating in the planned learning activities or more
specifically, what student behaviour to look for in the lesson” (Researcher Reflection, 23
May 2014).
Analysis of the teacher interviews revealed that previous assessment in PE involved
observing students during isolated skill drills and their level of skill when playing full-sized
games then assigning them a subjective grade based on their technical performance. Jenna
explains, “Some of it would just be a specific skill base, how they can do things, and another
really is an impression mark of the game” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 6th June 2014). The
teachers had limited knowledge and understanding of how they would assess game
performance or how to assess students’ knowledge and understanding when playing games.
These findings are unsurprising given the focus of their PE program was on sport, and there
was no guidance from a Head Teacher.
Analysis using the observational benchmark tool showed no evidence of assessment in the
unit overview, lesson plans in the planning phase, or the lesson observations in the
implementation phase until lesson four of Sarah’s and lessons five of Jenna’s, which was
specifically assigned an assessment lesson. Neither teacher reflected on any assessment
opportunities in their lesson reflections. Initially, the teachers had decided the best method of
assessment in this context was to assign two weeks at the end of the unit for a tournament,
where they assess students whilst playing games. The teachers showed no evidence of
ongoing, formative assessment and made no opportunities to gather ongoing evidence
throughout the unit. During week four of the six-week unit, the teachers decided they needed
to assess the students and that they would prepare a formal assessment to be conducted the
following week. The researcher makes the following comments in her notes:
The focus of this meeting seems to be on assessment, I wonder why they haven’t
thought of this before now. Shouldn't they be planning their units with assessment at
the forefront of their teaching, do they even know what it is they want the students to
learn in this unit?
(Reflective journal, 6th June 2014)
In order to build the teachers’ capacity in planning and implementing authentic assessment in
this setting and develop their knowledge and understanding of assessment strategies relevant
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to GCAs, the researcher introduced the teachers to the Games Performance Assessment
Instrument (GPAI) (Oslin, Mitchell & Griffin, 1998) and the Team Sport Assessment
Procedure (TSAP) (Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005). The researcher provided the teachers
with several examples including peer assessment, self-assessment and teacher assessment (see
Appendix 15 & 16) showing how they could assess game performance behaviours such as
tactical understanding, as well as the player’s ability to solve problems by selecting and
applying the appropriate skills. Several studies have used the GPAI to assess game performance
(see Casey & Dyson, 2009; Memmert, 2010; Memmert & Harvey, 2008, 2010;) and the TSAP
to measure game ability (see: Arias & Castejón, 2012; Gréhaigne et al., 1997; Nadeau et al.,
2008).
The teachers selected a GPAI peer assessment that focused on supporting the ball carrier and
a teacher assessment that focused on effective decision making, support and skill execution,
with the assumption that the students understood these concepts. However, the teachers
encountered problems when delivering the lesson that implemented the assessment tool. The
researcher comments on the difficulties Sarah experienced setting up and conducting the
assessment, commenting,
She [Sarah] provides a bit of a jumbled verbal description of the activity. I really wish
she would give a visual demonstration. Especially with this assessment sheet. They
really need to be given an example of what they need to do. She needs to clearly
illustrate what appropriate and inappropriate support is.
(Lesson observation, 13th June 2014)
While the PD had supported the teachers in planning the assessment with the use of the
assessment tool, translating this into practice was more difficult, especially for Sarah, who
was only just building her capacity to teach.
It was clear that Sarah was not clear herself on the activity at hand and struggled to articulate
the task requirements to the students. As a result, the learning focus was lost in the lesson, it
was clear that Sarah did not understand the GPAI and she was not able to make the learning
intentions clear to the students. The researcher notes that “The lesson appears very
disorganised and disjointed” and “I can sense that she feels very uncertain about this lesson
and she is not clear what she is doing” (Lesson observation, 13th June 2014) highlighting
Sarah’s limited knowledge and understanding of assessment. Sarah’s inexperience was
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evident. She tried to implement the GPAI based on the collaboration with the researcher and
Jenna. However, the use of the assessment tool added further demands adds pressure on
Sarah, who is an inexperienced teacher trying to implement GCAs, manage the class, select
appropriate activities and progress, and question students. She appeared overloaded with all
the instructional requirements; unsurprising given Sarah was still just developing her capacity
to teach.
In contrast to Sarah’s lesson, Jenna’s assessment lesson demonstrated sound knowledge of
assessment and a better understanding of the GPAI. The researcher comments, “She [Jenna]
provided a very clear verbal explanation of the set-up of the game and the actual activity to
her class”, and she is “very clear with her verbal directions, she is confident and very
descriptive” (Lesson observation, 13th June 2014). However, in implementing the assessment
process for the first time, the lesson observation showed that Jenna did not cover all aspects
of the planned assessment. The researcher also notes, “it is clear to see that she has forgot
what the peer assessment is about, she again explains to the students about what her
assessment is” and “She doesn’t use the right language [Language used in the GPAI], rather
than saying appropriate and inappropriate” (Lesson observation, 13th June 2014). Jenna
demonstrated better knowledge of assessment through the teacher assessment, “Jenna is able
to assess the students and is filling in her teacher assessment” (Lesson observation, 13th June
2014).). However, she still demonstrated limited knowledge with the peer assessment.
Despite the teachers implementing the GPAI and showing improved knowledge around
authentic assessment, this is one area in particular that required further work. Whilst overall,
Jenna, the more experienced teacher, better managed the assessment, she still encountered
difficulties, forgetting some aspects of the assessment, particularly the peer assessment
components. These findings suggest that is perhaps too demanding to expect the teachers to
implement both the teacher assessment and the peer assessment at this beginning stage.
Despite Jenna’s compliance measure for this Assessment element, showing an increase
between the planning and implementation phase, this growth in capacity was minimal, with
only a 21% increase when implementing her lesson. Moreover, Jenna’s compliance score for
element 8. Assessment, was significantly lower at only 38%, compared to 50% for Sarah,
making this Jenna’s most poorly executed element. Moreover, in the dedicated assessment
lesson where both teachers planned to implement the GPAI both as a teacher assessment and
as a teaching and learning activity where the students carried out a peer assessment, Lesson 4
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for Sarah and Lesson 5 for Jenna, the compliance measures for all other benchmark elements
dropped. Jenna’s compliance measure for that lesson dropped to 50%, and Sarah dropped to
25%. The teachers were not able to focus on implementing all the other benchmark elements
whilst focusing on assessment, suggesting the teachers were perhaps overloaded with
information trying to focus on all the elements. In the interview following the lesson, the
researcher notes:
When you went into the assessment lesson you kind of forgot that tactical focus. The
focus became the assessment and yes it was for the students as well to do that peer
assessment but in the games the tactical focus was ‘support’ and we kind of forgot
that. Because you… I think you were so focused on assessing, trying to get the
students to assess, you didn’t really look for that tactical problem or set up those…
that questioning around that tactical focus.
(Teacher interview, 13th June 2014)
It appeared that both Jenna and Sarah were overloaded with information when learning about
the GPAI and trying to conduct it in practice, especially when trying to implement both the
teacher and the peer assessment. The teaching and learning culture within the faculty was one
of no assessment and a habit of no accountability for their practice, which may be common in
PDHPE; Physical Education Teachers, unlike classroom teachers, generally have not felt
obliged to demonstrate student achievement of goals in a formal and systematic way (Mercier
& Doolittle, 2013). Given Jenna’s presiding focus on skill-based practice and possible
entrenched beliefs about teaching and learning, these findings could support further
suggestions around the teachers’ limited capacity to implement authentic assessment in
practical lessons. Sarah, being a newly qualified teacher, would have learnt about authentic
assessment practice as part of her recent University studies. The teachers required more
support around the use of the GPAI and authentic assessment in their practical lessons.
Further support was needed to build teacher capacity around authentic assessment in games.
A possible explanation for these findings is that the planning phase permitted a greater focus
on the benchmark elements, in order to structure their GCA lessons better. Whilst planning,
the teachers could easily consult the support resources and remind themselves of the
instructional processes required in the GCA when hen planning their lessons, in order to
scaffold their planning. Consulting the resources proved to be more difficult when
implementing the lesson, despite the teachers’ reading from their lesson plans when
192

delivering their lessons. The researcher notes, “She [Jenna] is still relying heavily on the
lesson plan…” (Lesson Observation Jenna, 30th May 2014) and “Jenna reads a lot from the
lesson plan. I don’t feel like she has a good understanding of the lesson” (Lesson Observation
Jenna, 30th May 2014).
Similarly, the researcher was at hand during the planning phase to direct the teachers’
attention to the elements. However, it was more difficult to provide this level of support
during the actual lesson delivery, due to the practical nature of the environment. The
researcher was less able to step in and support the teachers’ learning without disrupting the
flow of the lesson and student learning.
The gap between planning and implementation is evident here, Jenna is taken back to being
consciously unskilled, clearly an uncomfortable position. However, perhaps an essential stage
of the change process and something that reflective practice can build into PD. While
resources were provided, it appeared that the volume of content to cover was too much for
the teachers, particularly considering the starting point and the limited time allocated by
teachers to the planning phase. In implementing GCAs, such was the lack of unfamiliarity
with GCAs, that even experienced teachers like Jenna needed to consult her notes. These
findings have implications for GCA PD since the teachers are at different levels, which
impacts on the collaboration and what capacity and content they need, also, some parts of
implementation have to be prioritised over others, adding to the complexity of the PD. The
teachers had difficulties demonstrating all elements of the GCA during the initial stages of
the PD process. Therefore, asking the teachers to demonstrate all benchmark elements from
the onset of the PD might have been too challenging. The onus is on the PD provider, in this
case, the researcher, to make decisions as too the GCA elements that will be prioritised.
These findings may also suggest that the duration of PD was too short for the PD to penetrate
the teachers’ assessment practice. More time was needed to develop this element.

Modifying and adapting games
The findings during the implementation phase, show that both Sarah and Jenna experienced
difficulties modifying and adapting games to address the learning goal of the lesson and to
cater to the different learning needs of their students. These findings possible reflect the
teachers’ difficulties around transferring their lesson plans into action, or more specifically,
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the theory into practice. The PD had supported the teachers to identify what they wanted to
achieve through their lesson plans, but there was a disconnect in practice. The researcher
notes these issues in her observations:
She [Sarah] wasn’t able to adapt the games to suit the students’ abilities. One group
was very able and needed to be challenged… The able group of students picked up
that they didn’t have enough room to experience success and asked if they could
make the playing area bigger, but Sarah refused. (30th May, Researcher observation,
2014)
The teachers appeared to have difficulty identifying learning in situ and making relevant
game modifications to support learning, whilst the activities were underway, and learning
was unfolding in front of them. In observing one of Jenna’s lesson, the researcher comments:
She [Jenna] has worked around each group and has tried to introduce some
modifications i.e. you can’t use shoulder passes - I am unclear why she has chosen
these modifications. The focus on the lesson is possession and passing, she needs to
be recognising that the shoulder pass is a good pass to get around the defender. She
seems to be modifying the games to help the defender not the attacker. A better
modification would have been to introduce a 3 v 2 or a 4 v 2. Far more attention needs
to be payed to introducing modifications that reflect the aim of the lesson. She needs
more practice on how to modify games to facilitate learning around the aim.
(Lesson observation, 16th May 2014)
Jenna attempted to modify and adapt the games whilst the students were engaged in the
activity, showing some good GCA practice. However, the modifications she made did not
replicate the game scenario or highlight the learning intention. Her modifications did not
contain the same tactical structure as the advanced version of the game, losing connection
with the original sport she was trying to teach. It was clear that Jenna’s modifications were in
line with movement execution, as per her usual beliefs about teaching and learning, or her
knowledge base which is the defensive role within the game. As a result, the game
modifications used did not highlight the learning intention of the lesson or direct the students
to solving the tactical problem which was focused on attack.
Similar difficulties around modifying games, in this case, to address the students’ needs and
ability, were observed in Sarah’s lessons, as the following example illustrates,
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The second game showcased some good tactical play and use of space. Although the
playing area set up was far too small. Again, Sarah made her way around each group
but didn’t really facilitate any learning. She wasn’t able to adapt the games to suit the
students’ abilities. One group was very able and needed to be challenged. (Lesson
observation, 30th May 2014)
Furthermore, “I feel that she [Sarah] has given them a bit too big a space for the defender to
achieve maximum success. She needs to make the playing area smaller” (Lesson observation,
18th June 2014).
Further observations reinforce this disconnect between their lesson plans and their actual
implementation. Sarah attempted to make modifications in her lessons, which showed
progress, although, her modifications did not always support the learning intention or the
tactical focus. These somewhat random modifications had clear implications on the students’
success in the activities and on them achieving the learning outcomes. The researcher notes
the following in one of her reflections:
Differentiation and modifications were the weakest elements when planning the
lesson. They didn’t understand the types of activities they needed to be using or how
to structure a learning activity to ensure learning was happening or to highlight the
outcomes to be achieved.
(Researcher reflection, 18th June 2014)
The teachers also noted these difficulties in the teacher interviews, noting the continued need
for the researcher’s support,
Yes, and how to differentiate possession to attack to space even though
subconsciously I might know it, it is going to take a lot – I guess with your prompting
I will probably just go oh yeah, I would do that. (Jenna, Teacher interview, 23 May
2014)
Reassuringly, these findings demonstrate the teachers improved capacity to reflect on their
lessons as part of the PD process where they were able to identify adapting and modifying
games area of need, something they were not able to do at the start of the PD process. For
example, Sarah notes, “I would give the students a larger space for the 2v2 plus wall players
activity. It could also be good to do it on 2 different sized fields so that the students can
understand how space makes a difference” (Sarah, PTRA, 30th May 2014). Despite her
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struggles in the lesson, these reflections show her growing capacity to identify what is
required as part of GCA lessons, a marked improvement from the beginning of the PD where
the teachers were not able to identify what they needed to support their learning. Similarly,
Jenna notes her teaching and learning goal for the following lesson, “I will modify and adapt
games higher or lower to meet their abilities so success can be achieved by all” (Jenna,
PTRA, 16 May 2014). Jenna recognises her improvement in the following lessons, noting, “I
was able to make two variations to attacking the goal. Different size areas had varying points
values which became an incentive” (Jenna, PTRA, 21 May 2014).
In the needs-assessment phase, the teachers had chosen to teach within a sport that they had
the most confidence, content knowledge and experience, Jenna in Netball and Sarah in
Soccer and Fred in Touch. It was believed that this would support the teachers’ learning by
allowing the PD to focus on the instructional practices associated with GCAs and developing
their pedagogical knowledge. However, the knowledge evident was framed in such a way
that it was either aligned with a certain position of play within the game, or within a certain
method of teaching, whether that be movement based or teacher providing feedback. The
teachers demonstrated some capacity to design modified games in planning, but when
implementing their lessons, their capacity to recognise the permeations in play and the ability
to articulate these meaningfully and create game forms to explore these seemed to create
issues relating to overload. The researcher makes the following observations, “I don't think
she [Sarah] was able to step back and see what was going on in the game” (Lesson
Observation 1, 16 May 2014). And, “Jenna seems knowledgeable and has great classroom
management but I’m not sure she knows what she is looking for in the lesson (Sarah, Lesson
Observation 1, 16 May 2014).
Jenna, the more experienced teacher, has a sound knowledge base but needs to develop her
content knowledge around the things she wants in the lesson and what they look like in
action. Whilst the PD had built the teachers capacity. They still needed ongoing support in
designing and modifying games to create learning experiences shaped around the tactical
problem. They also need support to then manage the lesson changes to keep the focus on that
problem. The findings here further indicate the individual needs to the teachers, whilst both
teachers shared some common needs, here it is possible to see that they needed different
things separate to each other, Sarah specifically around questioning and Jenna around
authentic assessment. Jenna, the more experienced teacher, demonstrates the capacity to
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manage students, where the PD must now focus on developing further depth of GCA
knowledge. Whilst Sarah, more inexperienced, needs a more scaffolded approach with some
clear parameters to allow her to feel comfortable managing a class. These findings possibly
suggest that Sarah, a beginning teacher, might not be ready to use a GCA yet. It might be that
Sarah needs to build her teaching capacity first, focusing on classroom management before
learning to implement GCAs.
Time
A consistent and reoccurring theme throughout the PD process was the teachers’ perception
of time as a barrier to their participation in the PD. They also perceived implementing GCAs
to be a timely process. However, the findings show that the teachers prioritised other school
activities and commitments over that of the proposed PD. Moreover, the limited
accountability for the teachers teaching practices and their participation in the PD had a
significant impact on the time they made available or prioritised for the PD.
Despite initially identifying collaboration as a means of supporting and scaffolding the
teachers’ unit planning, Barry later identified the time constraints with such a collaborative
approach. Barry states, “Well, we are starting from a place, well, I am starting from a place of
ignorance, so if we are designing it [GCA unit plan] together, I just see the time constraints
with that [collaboratively planning the unit/lessons]” (Barry, Teacher interview, 20 March
2014). Even at this early stage of the PD process, time was perceived as such a barrier for
Barry, that he decided to withdraw from the study, claiming limited time to be the deciding
factor for his withdrawal. Barry explains:
Well I’m actually thinking that I am going to be out of it. I’m not teaching Year 8’s
[the chosen year group for this study] and with my sport stuff, I don’t think I have
enough time to take part in this. (Barry, Teacher Interview, 20 March 2014)
It appeared that Barry was focused on the short-term goals of teaching his timetables classes,
not seeing the role of the PD and the overall, long-term value to improving his teaching
practice. Barry possibly placed little value on the PD and its role in improving his
professional practice. With no one driving the PD and no accountability for his participation,
it was easy for Barry to disengage from the PLC and withdraw from the PD.
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Some attempt was made to find time to plan the unit collaboratively. However, it was clear
that the collaborative approach proposed was going to be difficult due to conflicting
priorities, timetable constraints and other school activities impeding the planning phase. The
following extracts from a range of email correspondence illustrates these difficulties, “Fred
just reminded me that he won't be in on Monday. So, if you would rather come in on another
day that is fine too. There is no time though, that all of us are off together” (Sarah, email
correspondence with Researcher, 19th March 2014), and
Seems we are all forgetting appointments. No point coming in for Year 10 tomorrow,
the Year 10s have an incursion [in school] during our lesson in HSIE. Jenna and
Sarah have also told me that Year 10 on Thursday is also out on an excursion. Friday
is an option if that suits, 10:30 for Year 8, 11:36 for another Year 8 class, then after
lunch 1:25 with Year 10 till 2:27. Sorry but everything is up in the air.
(Fred, email correspondence with Researcher, 30th March 2014)
The researcher had similar difficulties:
I know we agreed for me to come in on Tuesday from 10.30 and teach Fred’s lesson,
followed by another lesson and then Sarah and I had agreed to work with her the last
2 periods. However, I have an appointment at 12pm that I didn't have marked down in
my Calendar. Is there any way I can come in on Thursday as well or instead?
(Researcher, email correspondence with Faculty, 30th March 2014)
The various demands placed on the teachers impacted their priority and accountability to
complete the ‘resource reading’ as part of the unit planning preparation. Jenna claims, “I’ve
been flat out” (Teacher interview, 28 March), whilst Sarah states, “I haven’t had time to look
at it” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 28 March). Activities as part of the PD process appeared to
be lower on the teachers’ list of priorities in comparison to other activities. With no Head
Teacher or anyone driving the PD, along with the variations in priority and beliefs about what
was needed for the PD and why the organisation was difficult. There was no one really
leading or driving the PD to take charge of the decision making and lead correspondence.
The teachers only perceived the time available for PD to be within the hours of the school
day and what they may consider their job (between 8.30 and 3.00). However, they struggled
to prioritise time during this short period to plan the unit of work collaboratively. Sarah notes,
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Yeah. That’s the thing! There is no time when we are all off together. That Monday,
it’s you and me off then you and me again and then Fred and I are off. Do you know
what I mean? So even if it’s us [Sarah & Jenna] starting, and developing the unit
overview, you know what I mean? That might happen quite a bit but that’s…that’s
our second week actually.
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 11th April 2014).
Subsequently, it appeared that the planning process was not conducted collaboratively with
the whole faculty as planned. Instead, Sarah completed the task with some minimal input
from Jenna, despite seeking leadership and support from within the faculty. Sara notes,
Realistically, Jenna probably helped me for 15 minutes, because that’s all the time that she
had, because she had to do the other thing. Fred didn’t even get a chance to really look at it
because he had so much, he needed to do in terms of he just got a new timetable and he’s in
another faculty for half his lessons. (Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)
The researcher notes her disappointment surrounding this lack of collaboration and the
teachers’ limited time prioritised for the PD in the planning phase, commenting,
I was disappointed to find out that neither Jenna nor Fred really helped her [Sarah].
Their priorities were with their senior classes and with sport. I understand these
constraints and the pressure from having to teach these things, but I am always
amazed at what little time and preparation goes into teaching year 7 – 10 PE.
(Researcher reflections, 1st May 2014)
The prioritisation of time appeared to be a key issue, with Senior students taking precedence,
possibly a reflection of the whole school aims. The overall collegiality of staff to each other
to improve as a collective was questionable.
Collaboration was a key feature of this PD model, with the findings reinforcing its
importance in supporting teacher learning. This collaborative element of the PD process
highlights the significant difference between the model proposed in this study and traditional
models of PD. However, it appeared that the time made available for PD might not have been
enough to allow collaboration and build capacity, and possibly not enough for the PD to be
successful. The proposed PD model requires some input from the teachers; if the PD is going
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to support the teachers learning there needs to be ‘buy-in’ from the whole faculty, they need
to be invested in the process. Sarah and Jenna both expressed their need for support both
collegially and from the researcher through the planning process in the needs-assessment.
This need for collaboration was reinforced in the planning phase. However, there appeared to
be limited collaboration, involvement and ‘buy-in’ from Barry and Fred. In considering the
barriers in the planning phase, Sarah notes the absence of the other teachers in the
collaborative process commenting, “For planning I guess having someone to do it with,
missing out on that collaboration process” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014),
highlighting that collaboration from all faculty members would have added value to the unit
plan and assisted the planning process. It was at this early stage of the PD process when the
teachers were anticipating the level of commitment and collaboration required to prepare for
implementation of GCAs that both Fred and Barry started to disengage from the study. These
findings precursor the later separation between the faculty members and possibly indicated
the teachers’ perceptions on what this collaborative process may require from the teachers
and the level of commitment required for the PD process to support the implementation of
GCAs.
The teachers maintained that time was a barrier to the lesson planning phase. Despite the
teachers’ decision to plan lessons on a lesson-by-lesson basis, taking into consideration the
researcher’s feedback, the teachers later perceived the barriers with such an approach. Jenna,
perceived the agreed lesson planning process as ‘inconvenient’, noting,
We’re never going to have a time where we’re kicking back with an easy day or
plenty of time for you [the researcher] to come in… It’s always going to feel a little
bit inconvenient… We’ve got to make the time, is the time there? Yes, it is, it’s just
inconvenient. (Jenna, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)
Similarly, Sarah notes her concerns regarding time in this planning process, commenting, “So
then we’re only going to have two days to plan a lesson, and that’s not going to be enough
time to plan a lesson and get feedback on it” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014). Like
the unit planning process, other school activities were prioritised over the lesson planning.
Sarah notes,
I’ll be honest, this week I really didn’t make that a priority and yes because I’ve had
two hyper days in a row I’ve just got, I don’t know when I’m going to have a chance
to actually look at the lesson and so I kind of made time this morning when I probably
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should have been listening to someone talking, but I wasn’t and I was doing it then. It
wasn’t really relevant to me it was just a year assembly, and someone came into talk
to the Year 12s but being a Roll Call teacher, I needed to be in the room, so I was like
I’m going to use this time more wisely. So, I was looking at it then but that was really
my first opportunity in, I guess, work time rather than I could have taken it home. I
chose not to but could have. (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014)
Jenna frequently used her commitments as a Year coordinator or HSC teacher to explain why
she had not had time to plan or reflect on her lessons. On one occasion, the researcher even
stepped in to teach Jenna’s lesson, since she was too busy with Year 12 leavers activities to
teach it. Interestingly, when reflecting on this barrier of time Sarah herself believed that lack
of time was only “part of the problem” and that “the others they’re using time as an excuse
which I anticipated from the start” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014). Highlighting
issues surrounding accountability and prioritisation of time for the PD.
There was no leadership for learning or anyone holding the teachers accountable for
prioritising the PD. Time was perceived as an issue. However, when it came down to
engaging in the PD outside of the teachers prescribed hours or not, it appeared that their
actions did not necessarily match their desire to build capacity.
As with Barry in the needs-assessment phase (Phase A), this perceived barrier of time led to
Fred’s withdrawal from the study early in the planning phase. Fred explains,
My current workload and commitments to my other roles within the school will not
allow me to allocate the time you require for your study and outcomes. I know I am a
committed teacher to my students, who respect my knowledge and dependability to
them and their education. To only apply a small amount of time I have available to
your study and research is not fair to you, Sarah, Jenna and most importantly my
students. (Fred, email correspondence to researcher, 30 May)
It appeared that in the time Fred allocated for work, he was not able to make time available
for PD; he prioritised his other working commitments over the PD, possibly perceiving these
other duties to be of more importance than the PD. He had his own perception of his teaching
abilities, possibly showing his unwillingness to explore whether his beliefs and values about
teaching and learning are correct or even be collegial with the other faculty members.
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Furthermore, implementing GCA lessons was perceived to be a timely process, with both
teachers highlighting issues with setting up the equipment for their GCA lessons. The
researcher’s suggestions to set up the lesson beforehand was met with contemp due to the
teachers’ lack of time. Sarah replied,
It is just not going to happen – end of story, point blank! I am not going to do it
because I have limited time for recess and lunch, which half the time you end up
tending to students and their needs and knocks at the door and phone calls. (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 20th June 2014)
The researcher encouraged the teachers to “get the kids to do it while you were marking the
roll” (Researcher, Teacher interview, 20th June 2014). However, Sarah explained that it
would be too difficult to do this, noting, “They do not understand what you are asking for”
and “I had to give that instruction half a dozen times because the markers were here, there or
there. Again, this is just lack of understanding of the concept of the game of which way the
court runs and all the rest of it” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20th June 2014). The teachers
appeared to be tied to the pedagogical approaches that had previously served them in their
teaching practice and appeared inflexible in trying different organisation and management
strategies to support the new pedagogical approach.
Whilst reflecting on the PD process in the evaluation phase, the teachers maintained that time
as the main constraint throughout the PD process, highlighting issues around having to use
free periods for the PD process and the impact this had on other areas of schoolwork and
preparation. Sarah notes,
Well, we were pressed for time trying to coordinate you and us at the same time. It
was free period and when you only have one free period on Friday after you may have
had five periods Thursday then you do not get stuff done necessarily that you need for
Monday so that can be hard. (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20 June 2014)
Finding time to engage in the PD process or prioritising time for PD over the other aspects of
the everyday activities of the classroom teacher proved to be challenging. The teachers
appeared to prioritise other work commitments over their engagement with the activities as
part of the PD process. However, it is possibly a lack of leadership and accountability for PD
that is presenting a barrier here, not the perceived barrier of time. The findings here show that
202

there was no one driving the PD process, particularly in the absence of a Head Teacher,
particularly when it came down to possibly engaging in PD activities outside of the
prescribed school hours. It appeared that the teachers desire to build capacity was not
necessarily matched by their actions. Issues in relation to accountability and collegiality both
in the staffroom and the wider school community are also raised here. Consideration needs to
be given to the value of PD, particularly in comparison to other aspects of teaching.
These findings raise important questions around the teachers’ value of the professional
learning and the time made available for PD. It was clear that the priority for the PD varied
amongst the teachers with limited initiative or motivation driving the PD forward.
Interestingly, the teachers only considered school hours to be the time available for PD. They
did not consider time outside school hours as a viable option for their professional learning.
Often even in the teachers’ free periods, other tasks were prioritised over the planning and
reflection tasks as part of the PD planning phase. They did not consider time outside of
school hours, a time before or after school, as a possible opportunity for professional
learning. Armour and Yelling (2004) report similar findings in their analysis of the careerlong CPD of 85 experienced physical education (PE) teachers in England; they reported
related issues with teachers’ lack of time for PD and a dislike of giving up personal time to
engage in CPD. Therefore, given these findings and those echoed in the literature, it can be
concluded that teachers need to be given more time for PD. These findings have a direct
impact on school and government provisions of PD, along with the level of accountability
placed on teachers for their professional learning. Consideration needs to be given to the time
available for PD, particularly if teachers are going to priorities their professional development
over other work commitments. However, as Guskey and Yoon (2009) remind us, “simply
providing more time for PD yields no benefit if that time is not used wisely” (p.497). PD
must be valuable to the collective with a shared responsibility for improved practice and
learning, to build their capacity and improve the outcomes of their teaching.
Accountability
With no head teacher or anyone leading the faculty, there appeared to be limited
accountability for the teachers’ current professional practice and their professional learning.
During the planning phase the teachers revealed that they did not usually plan their lessons
“…we don't tend to really have lesson plans” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014). The
researcher notes, “there is no planning, no scope and sequence and no direction” (Researcher
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reflections, 16th May). Reflecting on this limited accountability for planning within the
PDHPE faculty, the researcher notes, “They have been getting away with doing very little
work. They are not held accountable for their work; they have no Head Teacher. I question
their motivation in providing quality units for the lower school” (Researcher, Reflection
journal, 20 June 2014).
Sarah reinforces this limited accountability attributing the current teaching and learning
culture within the faculty to the lack of Head Teacher, commenting,
I think the reason it could be like that is because we do not have a Head Teacher
going, ‘what are you doing next’, ‘where are you going and all of that’. Everyone is
just doing their own thing. I think that could have something to do with it. (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 20 June 2014).
In another teacher interview, Sarah further highlights the implications of not having a head
teacher, noting,
Yeah. Because right now and the fact that we don’t have a head teacher… Well it’s
like ‘that’s not our responsibility’ but he [Barry] likes not having a head teacher
because he can then say, ‘But we don’t have a head teacher, so no one told us that.
(Sarah, Teacher Interview, 16th May 2014)
In the absence of a head teacher, Barry and Fred appeared to be influential over the teaching
and learning culture within the faculty, Sarah noted “…so they can come in and go, ‘this is
how it’s going to be’ and everyone just has to go, ‘Yes sir’” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16
May 2014). It is possible that Barry and Fred’s attitudes towards teaching and learning
impacted on the teaching and learning culture within the faculty.
There was limited accountability for the teachers’ professional learning or their teaching
practice. The teachers were able to shirk responsibility, and the teaching and learning culture
within the faculty was not driving self-improvement or a capacity to be innovative but doing
the basic in an unstructured environment. There appeared to be a lack of collaboration and
capacity building within the department and school overall for this group, who seem to exist
outside of the school ethos.
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This limited accountability within the faculty had implications during the planning phase of
the PD. The teachers were unfamiliar with how to plan their lessons, the researcher notes,
“they haven’t got any idea how to plan and how to structure a lesson” (Researcher reflection,
14th May). Coupled with the increased content burden of GCAs, the teachers appeared a little
overwhelmed with the level of planning required for GCA lessons. Sarah commented, Sarah
notes, “there is a lot more to think about than originally presumed” and “I think what’s quite
eye-opening is seeing, I guess, how much thought really needs to go into it [lesson plan] to
make sure you’re getting out of the kids what you want to get out of them” and “it’s [lesson
planning] harder than I thought it was going to be”, along with “Yeah it is a bit more detail
than we ever really thought about. And I think for some of them [Barry and Fred] it’s stuff
they haven’t heard about in years. (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014).
This was also illustrated in the researcher’s reflections:
Jenna seems a little fazed with the amount of planning that we have to do. She was
happy to just do the unit overview and then just go, she didn’t really expect to have to
do a detailed lesson plan and I don’t think she was necessarily prepared. (Researcher
Reflection Journal, 9th May 2014)
The challenge of planning created dilemmas in meeting the PD characteristics and the needs
of developing skills in using a GCA, where the teachers required additional support in
planning their GCA lessons. As such, much of the time during the collaborative planning
phase was devoted to structuring the actual lesson, the researcher notes, “I spent a lot of time
actually explaining the structure of the lesson and the lesson plan to her [Sarah]” (Researcher
reflection journal, 9th May 2014). While the PD was offering personalised support, there was
little support from the other faculty members, other than Sarah, who was inexperienced. As
an experienced teacher, who usually didn’t plan her lessons, Jenna was being taken back to
being ‘a beginner’, having to plan detailed lesson plans, which was an uncomfortable
position. Thus, along with accountability, a lack of coherence between the PD and the
teachers existing beliefs and values about teaching and learning in Physical Education
appeared to be an issue.
Difficulties surrounding subject matter knowledge further impacted the planning phase,
where the teachers required further support in demonstrating GCA components in their lesson
plans. Sarah comments, “I need more ideas as to how do it” and “I guess maybe, just a bit of
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help to talk about ok well if this is the ideas that we want to get done, what’s the best way to
make that into a whole lesson?” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014). Jenna noted, that
she needs a “better understanding of what needed to be in there [the lesson plan]. Like, I can’t
detail with detail things unless I know what I need to detail. Maybe just, how do I realise
those specific things [elements of the lesson plan]. Like in my mind, I knew how I was going
to communicate it [in practice], but I didn’t put that down [in the lesson plan] because I
didn’t realise I could (Jenna, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014). The teachers also identified the
need for more practice opportunity in both the planning and implementation of games-based
lessons was also highlighted, “probably just a bit more practise” (Sarah, teacher interview, 16
May 2014), while the findings show a limitation with subject matter, they also show some
nice reflection provided by the PD process. Although both teachers needed support in
planning, their needs were different, requiring different input from the researcher, further
highlighting the personalised nature of the PD. The findings here also stress the importance
of knowing the starting point for PD, in this case, particularly around subject matter
knowledge and the importance of this in tailoring the PD.
Research with in-service teachers by Light and Butler (2005) suggest that implementing the
TGfU model requires more preparation and adaptability because the teachers must be
knowledgeable about offensive and defensive strategies. Therefore, highlighting the
increased planning demands as a result of the added level of knowledge and understanding.
The teachers limited knowledge and understanding may have exasperated the planning
demands here. As such, PD models aiming to improve teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs
need to consider this, particularly when the requirements to meet PD criteria go beyond what
those receiving the PD expect they must do. The personalised nature of this PD tried to
account for this level of preparation, whereby the support offered was tailored to the different
needs in reaching the same outcome. However, in the case of Barry and Fred, this did not
seem to be enough.
Scaffolding Strategies:
The findings throughout the PD process revealed a variety of scaffolding strategies to support
teacher learning and build their capacity to implement GCAs. Observation of practice, the
provision of specific resources and feedback, along with collaborative practice and active
learning, were all identified as scaffolding strategies used to support and facilitate the
teachers’ implementation of GCAs throughout the PD process. These scaffolding strategies
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were integrated as part of the PD process, tailoring the PD in subsequent phases to support
the teachers learning and build their capacity to plan and implement GCAs. Scaffolding the
teachers learning in this was allowed the PD to be personalised to the teachers’ individual
needs, ensuring coherence and making the PD both relevant and applicable to the teachers’
needs.
Observing GCAs in practice allowed the teachers to identify a range of factors which served
as motivating or facilitating agents in the PD process. These appeared to promote GCAs as a
productive pedagogy, encouraging the teachers to persevere with the PD process and the
implementation of the proposed pedagogy. Identifying familiar content knowledge as a
starting point for learning was also proposed as a significant step in the PD process. The
findings throughout the PD process reinforce the eight proposed PD characteristics as being
key features in supporting teacher learning.
Observation of practice
In the initial phases of the PD process, the teachers wanted to see demonstrations of what
GCAs looked like in practice. Barry commented that he needed to see “What is involved,
what does a [GCA] lesson look like, I mean, I have got no idea what a lesson looks like”
(Barry, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). Similarly, Sarah commented, “I think the first
thing will be observing a lesson. Having you run it [the lesson] so we can see ideally how it
[game-based pedagogy] works” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). Sarah suggested
the demonstration lesson would allow the teachers to “see whether we do that well, what is
that, how do we even do that, so we understand that, so it is not such a leap, I think that will
be a starting point” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). The teachers reinforced the
importance of seeing what a lesson looked like in order to support the planning GCA lessons,
helping them to “wrap our heads around what we need to eventually create lessons like. Ok,
so we can plan it and then so each of us can actually understand what it looks like” (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 28 March 2014). The teachers needed something concrete to see what
GCAs looked like in practice. The importance of the collaboration between the teachers and
the external expert, is highlighted here. Although possibly an interesting devolution of
responsibility, the teachers were able to access the support they needed through this
collaboration with the researcher.
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Later in the planning phase (Phase B), Jenna reinforced how observing the researcher and
“seeing what you did out there” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014) was beneficial,
helping illustrate different modification strategies in games. She noted, “Thinking about
just… grids and size of field and… scoring opportunities to make it big and small and in
different parts so they just had to… we kind of applied those few things to the different
games we were trying to sort out straight away using the knowledge that they’ve got” (Jenna,
Teacher interview, 1 May 2014).

Identifying familiar content knowledge as a starting point for PD
The teachers identified the need to establish, “the sport or activity that will be involved or the
focus of the lesson, maybe the aims and what you want the students to achieve” (Sarah,
Teacher interview, 28 March 2014). Fred also stated, “Let’s agree. For me it has been, lets
pick which sport we want to play with and then pick the kids we want to use, put it together
and right, let’s just modify it around until it fits” (Teacher interview, 20th March). More
specifically, Sarah identified:
I guess we need to figure out what point we’re starting from, so what is the first thing
that we want to start with. Invasion? We’ll do Invasion games? And then, so, where
we want to start and where we want to end up and how we’re going to get there.
(Sarah, Teacher interview, 11 April 2014)
The teachers, along with the researcher decided they would plan a generic unit of work, and
each teacher would then apply it to their preferred sport or the sport they felt they had the
most content knowledge.
Researcher:

So, what I am hearing is that you want to see an invasion game. I sent
you and invasion game lesson plan. You want to see an application in
Touch or Soccer

Jenna:

Yeah because that applies to a lot of the things, we do here

Barry:

So, the unit will be called Invasion Games?

Researcher:

Well, we can do an invasion games unit, or we can do a Netball,
Touch, Soccer unit?

Barry:

Is Netball not an invasion game?

Sarah:

It is!

Researcher:

Yep
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Barry:

Well that is what I am saying, so if we are programming it, it is just
invasion games

Researcher:

Yeah

Barry:

And you can go out there and chose your approach

Researcher:

Yeah, you can choose your application, or we can change the
application. It is up to you how you do it, you might want to do it
focused on soccer [Tim], you might want to do it focused on Netball
[Jenna] I am just thinking in terms of your area of expertise so that
you are in your comfort zone, so that might work. It was just that I
sent you an example of a generic lesson plan, so you can see, and it
can be applied to any of those sports. (Teacher interview, 28th March)

The teachers felt more confident designing and implementing a unit of work in an activity
they felt knowledgeable and confident to teach. For Jenna, this was in Netball, Sarah in
Soccer and for Fred, this was in Touch Football. They believed these sports to be more
familiar to some of the students too, possibly supporting their leaning, “The kids although
they play Soccer, there is a handful who understand the nature of the game and what you
need to do and the rest of them are just bodies on the field” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 28
March 2014). Identifying familiar content knowledge as a starting point to scaffold learning
was a vital step in the PD process, providing a key layer in the PD process. Selecting an
activity where the teachers had better content knowledge allowed better focus to be placed on
developing the pedagogical knowledge needed for GCAs.
Both Sarah and Jenna recognised the importance of establishing the learning goals for each
lesson. Sarah notes, “Right, well and then if it’s about tactical development, we’ll need to
come up with a focus for each lesson, so what we want to achieve in each lesson, and then
how do we achieve that” (Teacher interview, 11 April 2014). Similarly, Jenna identifies the
importance of establishing specific learning intentions or ‘The goals of the day’s lesson’
(Jenna, Teacher interview, 28 March 2014).
In order for the PD to build knowledge and capacity, and support the teachers in their
implementation of GCAs, it was important for the teachers to start from a position of
knowledge, in this case, content knowledge in the form of a familiar sport. The findings show
that having the content knowledge in a particular area would assist the teachers in
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implementing GCAs since they were able to focus more on the pedagogical aspects of
teaching using GCAs. The teachers believed this was also important for the students and
having them be more knowledgeable around the activity would also support the teachers in
implementing GCAs. These findings reinforce the necessity of the needs-assessment phase of
the PD process and informs another layer in the PD model whereby the needs-assessment
must identify the teachers’ knowledge base as a starting point for the PD process. Moreover,
at this early stage, the need for the PD process to be personalised and tailored to the
individual teacher’s needs are apparent. Each of the teachers required a different context for
their GCAs to be implemented. At this stage, this involved different sports, albeit all in the
invasion games category. However, it impacted on the nature of the lessons to be planned.
Ensuring both teachers and students are engaged through the application of content, or in this
case, the choice of activity may be an important component to engage teachers in the PD
process.
Resources
While involved in the needs-assessment phase, the teachers fell back on more traditional
approaches to PD, requesting the provision of resources in the form of textbooks, sample
units and lesson plans to help build their knowledge and assist in illustrating GCAs in a more
meaningful manner in order to support them in planning GCAs units and lessons. The
teachers wanted resources to show them ideas of the activities to use and how to progress
learning through each lesson. Barry states, “For me it is that progression, what does that 5week program of touch football look like” (Teacher interview, 20 March 2014). The teachers
requested, “send us something so we can read it and then try to implement it ourselves”
(Barry, Teacher Interview, 20th March 2014) and “Could you bring in a lesson plan of a game
centred approach lesson, so we can have a clearer idea of what a lesson looks like?” (Sarah,
email correspondence, 24th March 2014). Similarly, Barry requested a unit overview, stating,
I see a unit, broken down into weeks, broken down into lessons, broken down into
technical bits, so I can go, ok so that is what it is. It gives us an idea of what the five
lessons mean to the unit and having particular examples of questioning and that sort
of stuff, like real basic. I want to see the unit overview and what goes into week one
and what does week five look like in relation to week one.
(Barry, Teacher interview, 20 March 2014)
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The teachers had difficulties trying to picture what a GCA lesson would look like, reflecting
their limited knowledge and understanding of GCAs. The amount they needed to know and
do was perhaps a little overwhelming. The teachers believed that providing the resources in
the form of teaching units would aid their perception of GCAs and possibly give some sense
of scaffolding to what is new to them and very hard to perceive.
One of the concerns with learning is the balance between providing resources as a means of
scaffolding learning and supporting the development of knowledge and understanding or the
use of resources to be replicated without sufficient knowledge and understating. The
researcher expressed concern about the capacity to which these basic resources would
support the teachers’ learning and understanding of GCAs:
Researcher:

Ok, so do you think maybe me just giving you that is going to help,
would it be better to have us design that together?

Barry:

Well, we are starting from a place, well, I am starting from a place of
ignorance, so if we are designing it together, I just see the time
constraints with that to be. You know what I mean, like if we get, if
you send us stuff and say, it looks like this... see how you go...

Researcher:

I am just very mindful of just giving you resources. How is that any
different to what we can already do?
(Teacher Interview 20 March 2014)

Barry’s attitude towards the PD is interesting here, he does not know anything, yet appears to
have done little to upskill himself in this area given the direction of the 2003 NSW PDHPE
syllabus (NSW BOSTES, 2003), and the PD opportunities offered accompanying its release.
These findings again highlight the lack of accountability for the teachers Professional
Development.
In Coulter and Woods’ (2012) study of Primary teachers’ experience of a Physical Education
Professional Development programme, they found that their developed resources were
invaluable in supporting and enabling teaching, recommending PE PD providers “should
consider the provision of appropriate resources that support teacher learning and enhance
content knowledge” (Coulter & Woods, 2012, p.341). The resources developed by Coulter
and Wood (2012) were designed to support teachers in terms of content and pedagogical
approaches to be used. The teachers were briefed on the lessons so that they could use the
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resources more flexibly. Given these findings and the teachers’ requests for supporting
material, a range of resources was provided to support learning. The teachers were provided
with a chapter out of the Mitchell, Oslin and Griffin (2006) ‘Teaching Sports Concepts and
Skills: A Tactical Games Approach’ textbook and sample lesson plans, outlining a tactical
approach to teaching sport skills. The PL process required teachers to engage with the
resource, where they were expected to familiarise themselves with the material, examine the
content taught in the provided units and identify the structure of GCA lessons, the game
forms used and the focus for learning in these lessons. Following this, the teachers were
expected to discuss any questions, comments or issues that arose in the focus
groups/interviews, as the researcher guided them through the resource.
Analysis of the unit overview showed that the teachers had utilised Mitchell, Oslin and
Griffin’s (2006) resource. Tactical problems (a) ‘scoring - Maintaining possession of the ball
and using space’, (b) ‘Preventing scoring - defending space, defending the goal, and winning
the ball’, and (c) ‘Restarting play’ were evident in the unit plan (Unit overview, 28th April
2014). It appeared that the PD had set the intention to implement the tactical games aspects
through the planning process. However, the researcher recognised the potential limitations
that the scaffolded example may have in practice, expressing her concern surrounding the
teachers’ capacity to implement these elements in practice. The researcher notes, “The
Mitchell resource seemed to be really helpful, although I question how much they actually
understand what they are doing” (Researcher reflections, 1st May 2014) and,
I can see that Sarah has used the Mitchell resource. However, she is struggling with
how to execute it in practice and because she has only drawn on it, she doesn’t really
have a deep understanding of what she is actually expected to do. She still struggles to
see how games can be modified to suit the goal of the lesson or to set up a tactical
problem for students or to make it easier or more difficult to achieve the aim.
(Researcher reflection Journal 9 May 2014)
As part of the PD, the researcher had provided the scaffolded examples requested, and this
had provided a beginning framework. However, there may have been challenges in the ‘how’
and ‘why’ aspect of implementing the pedagogy (why were the games selected, how would
they be modified). There was also the possibility of over-trusting of the resource which
would be expected with teachers new to an approach, based on Metzler’s benchmarks.
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Later in the evaluation phase of the PD process, Sarah commented on how helpful the
provided resources were in supporting her unit planning during the planning phase. Sarah
noted how she used the resource provided by the researcher to help plan the unit outline and
subsequent lesson plan, “I looked at that thing that you gave us one of the tables, and it said
you like, like attacking the ball, or scoring. So that’s where I got those [Tactical Problems]
from” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014). The resources were vital in scaffolding
learning through this phase in the PD process. Both the resources and the demonstrations
started to give the teachers a practical understanding of what GCAs looked like and provided
some clarity and enabled some reference point for reflection.
These findings present a dilemma between the teachers current teaching practice and their
beliefs about teaching and learning with the presiding focus on the technical aspect of
performance, and the demands of the PD where the teachers are required to focus on game
performance and building tactical awareness. However, unlike Barry and Fred, both Jenna
and Sarah persevered with the PD to overcome this dilemma. There is an evident willingness
from both Sarah and Jenna to experiment with game forms in lessons, indicating that they
were engaged in the PD process. The dilemma between teachers beliefs and presiding
pedagogical practice highlights an important issue for PD, where the PD process needs to
challenge teachers’ current beliefs about teaching and learning but also maintain their interest
and commitment to change.
Collaboration
The needs-analysis demonstrated the value of collaboration both between the teachers and
with the researcher as an ‘expert’ in the field. Collaboration with the researcher provided a
form of scaffolding and support for the teachers learning. As a key feature of the PD model
and the intentions of the planning phase (Phase B), both Jenna and Sarah supported the need
to plan the GCA lessons collaboratively. Jenna commented, “you need to plan together, and
you need to have the overview and the view of what you are going to do (Teacher interview,
28 March 2014). Similarly, Sarah comments “I see us sitting down and talking about where it
starts and where it ends up and trying to figure out” (Sarah, Teacher interview 28 March
2014). Jenna also suggested that planning would be a collaborative process between the
teachers and the researcher, suggesting “So you need to be there with us so there is not a time
when we are all off. Wednesday there is a day where the 3 of us are off” (Jenna, Teacher
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interview 28 March 2014). She identified organisation as a key agent in the collaborative
planning process; she states, “Well you need to organise, you need to plan together, and you
need to have the overview and the view of what you are going to do. I mean if you have zero
organisation, you won’t be able to facilitate a successful lesson” (Jenna, Teacher interview,
28 March 2014).
In reflecting on the PD process, both Sarah and Jenna reinforced the benefits of the
collaborative aspect of the PD during the planning phase noting, “talking it out loud going
‘yeah that makes sense’ or ‘how could we do that’?” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1st May
2014) and “Yeah there was a lot of this going ‘hmmm’, just some quiet thinking and then
what about throwing an idea out there and going ‘what about this’ , then sometimes we’d go
and refer to the stuff you’d said and we’d go ‘ok, let’s have a look at that. Oh yeah, we seem
to be on the right track’” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 1st May 2014). Sarah reinforced how
beneficial collaboration with the researcher was in developing the unit of work, commenting,
“You - being a resource and um, I think just also the like time like wrapping my head around
it all I think has really made a difference” (Teacher interview, 16 May 2014). It was clear that
Sarah and Jenna valued the collaborative planning process, a key feature of the PD and
believed ‘having someone to do it with’ (Sarah, Teacher interview, 16 May 2014) facilitated
better planning. The reflective practice as part of the PD process helped highlight this for the
teachers.
The value of collaboration was echoed in the evaluation phase (Phase D) of the PD process,
where Sarah noted how the PD had enhanced the collaboration between her and Jenna,
noting, “I think it’s [The PD] been good. We’ve been able to really talk about what we’ve
been doing and bounce off each other which has helped quite a lot in terms of ideas and
planning and running our lessons” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014).
In the evaluation phase, both teachers highlighted collaboration with the researcher as an
effective scaffolding strategy in supporting their learning and facilitating change to their
practice as part of the PD process. Jenna notes “You sat down with us and you guided us, and
we did things there. It’s not like you’ve left us - ‘this is what I need you to do’ - and then left.
You saw us through the process” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014). Similarly, Sarah
reinforced this stating “I feel like that process maybe… for me felt like there was more
chance of it being successful than if it was just the two of us coming up with the stuff going:
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‘We have no idea’” and “I think it’s made us easy, like better understanding and not just
being left out in the cold” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014).
Moreover, the teachers appreciated the ‘active and progressive’ nature of the PD,
commenting “I liked that it was hands on” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014) and “It
was step by step. It made us understand exactly what it was about and how to do it and how
to plan, how to implement, all that. I think that was very helpful” (Sarah, Teacher interview,
18 June 2014). It also appeared that the presence of the researcher added an extra level of
accountability, “With you on our case it’s like, we have to do that, there is an expectation.
This needs to be done and you just ... You do it” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014).

External and Knowledgeable expertise
Collaboration with the researcher as an external and knowledgeable expert proved to be a
valuable source of support for the teachers throughout the PD process, Sarah notes, You being a resource and um, I think just also the like time like wrapping my head around it all I
think has really made a difference” (Teacher interview, 16 May 2014). Again, in the
evaluation phase, both teachers highlighted collaboration with the researcher as an effective
scaffolding strategy in supporting their learning and facilitating change to their practice as
part of the PD process. Jenna notes “You sat down with us and you guided us, and we did
things there. It’s not like you’ve left us - ‘this is what I need you to do’ - and then left. You
saw us through the process” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014).
Similarly, Sarah reinforced this stating “I feel like that process maybe… for me felt like there
was more chance of it being successful than if it was just the two of us coming up with the
stuff going: ‘We have no idea’” and “I think it’s made us easy, like better understanding and
not just being left out in the cold” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014). Collaboration
with the researcher allowed for personalised support and ensured the success of the process.
The implications of this were that the researcher had to be on hand an available when the
teachers needed the support. The researcher needed to be able to provide observation lessons
and resources relevant and applicable to the teachers’ needs.
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Feedback
The teachers identified feedback as an essential component to support their learning in the
planning phase. The teachers requested feedback on their unit and lesson plans to inform their
future planning and support their implementation of GCAs. Sarah suggests, “maybe some
feedback on it once we’ve gotten started?” (Sarah, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014).
Similarly, Jenna reinforces this stating “maybe typed feedback that can be left with us, then
we can find some time to look together” (Jenna, Teacher interview, 1 May 2014),
acknowledging the collaborative nature of the planning process. It appeared that this
feedback would help build their capacity to plan and implement GCAs, a critical element that
needed to be integrated into the PD process. These findings also highlight the usefulness
collaborative and active nature of the learning through the PD process.
The expectation during the unit planning phase was that the teachers would develop the entire
unit of work and all subsequent lesson plans in the planning phase, before attempting to
implement them in the implementation phase. However, during the planning process, the
teachers requested feedback to be ongoing and given more frequently, every week, after they
implemented each of their lesson plans. For example,
Researcher:

So, do you want to go lesson by lesson? So, each week we kind of plan
a lesson ahead?

Sarah:

I think that’s more realistic – just one at a time

Researcher:

I think that’s probably good practice because then it allows us to kind
of take into account

Sarah:

Yeah how much they’ve got done, how much they learned from that
lesson

Researcher:

So, we’ve got our overview, but our lesson planning doesn’t actually
happen until we’ve taught the other one?
(Teacher interview, 1 May 2014).

This need for regular, on-going feedback was also reflected in the researcher’s reflections:
I think the most interesting thing I took away here was the guidance that the planning
and feedback needs to occur after each lesson rather than planning the whole unit in
one go as I had originally thought. I think the guidance and direction from each lesson
has been really valuable. Not only will it help the teachers take into consideration
what has happened in the previous lesson, it will also help the unit be more students
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centred and allow progression as and when required based on what the students
actually do in the lesson.
(Researcher Refection Journal, 14th Mary 2014).
The feedback assisted with the reflective process at the end of each lesson. The PD was
addressing the criteria outlined in the PD model. However, there were some conditions that
needed to be considered when conducted in practice. Subsequently, the teachers used their
unit overview to plan one lesson at a time rather than the entire unit. The researcher’s
ongoing feedback assisted the teachers’ reflective practise and helped build their capacity,
encouraging them to reflect after each lesson and allowing subsequent lesson plans to be
informed by the teachers’ reflections and researcher feedback from the previous lesson. This
way, the teachers’ learning could be supported or scaffolded through the implementation
phase, and their learning could be focused on the benchmark elements not evident in the
previous lesson. Subsequently, lesson planning, implementation and evaluation became a
simultaneous and collaborative process. The findings here highlight the need for the PD
provider, or in this case, the researcher to be actively reflecting on what the teachers are
doing throughout the PD process, considering where they are currently at and where they are
heading. The Action Research nature of the PD supported this process, unlike the more
traditional models of PD where teachers attend a workshop, get given resources and are then
left to implement their learning in their context.
In the evaluation phase, both teachers commented on how valuable the researcher’s feedback
was in supporting their learning through the PD process, Jenna notes, “Quick feedback,
because without feedback it’s useless and the feedback was a quick turnaround for it” (Jenna,
Teacher interview, 18 June 2014). Sarah also noted how the researchers feedback supported
her learning, “Things that, you know, I had a question that I just chucked in, and then we’re
getting feedback, sometimes a way forward. I think that was really good” (Sarah, Teacher
interview, 18 June 2014).
Feedback was identified as a critical facilitator in supporting the teachers’ reflective practice
and building their capacity as part of the PD process. The personalised and situated nature of
this PD revealed that regular feedback was a facilitating agent in the planning process, mainly
where there are subject matter issues. The teachers were interested in reflecting on their
lesson in order to support their future planning. The findings here demonstrate the importance
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of reflective practice both for the teacher and the PD provider. It is necessary for the provider
of PD to be actively reflecting on what the teachers are doing and where they are headed.
This active reflection on the teachers needs is a fundamental difference between the PD
model proposed here and more traditional forms of PD, presenting a big challenge for PD
providers, who like to go in, deliver, provide some resources and then leave. Here the
findings also challenge the PD research where it seems that this PD was meeting criteria set
by researchers but presenting a range of ‘provisos’ that make following the prescribed recipe
for effective PD not as simple as researchers suggest.
Chapter conclusion
This chapter synthesised the research findings into clear and distinct themes, showing how the
data informed the PD process, allowing the PD to be tailored and adapted to address the
teachers’ individual needs. As the PD progressed, the teachers’ needs become more refined,
distinguishing differences between their needs and how the PD had to be designed to cater for
the differing needs between the teachers. The findings highlighted the implications of prior
experience and knowledge of GCAs on the teachers’ capacity to plan, implement and assess
using games-based pedagogy. The teaching and learning culture within the school and the
teachers’ established beliefs and attitudes about teaching and learning and how to achieve
outcomes in Physical Education, influenced the success of the PD. Promisingly, the findings
of this study showed the teachers improved capacity to implement GCAs throughout the PD
process. The personalised nature of the PD revealed specific areas where the teachers needed
further support to implement games-based pedagogy successfully. Some clear barriers to the
PD process were revealed, including time and accountability, along with some scaffolding
strategies identified by the teachers to support them through their planning, implementation
and assessment of GCAs. These findings allowed for the overarching research questions ‘What
are PE teachers’ experiences of and responses to a professional development model designed
to support their implementation of GCAs?’ to be addressed, along with the three secondary
research questions to be explored. The discussion chapter will examine these findings
concerning each of these secondary research questions.
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Chapter 6
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Introduction
This chapter will present a summary of the key findings and a discussion of how these
findings relate to the study aim. Issues raised in this discussion are based on the data gathered
across each of the four Professional Development (PD) phases (Phase A: Needs assessment,
Phase B: Planning, Phase C: Implementation and Phase D: Evaluating), including email
correspondence, teacher and expert interviews/discussions, teacher and researcher reflections,
lesson observations and document analysis (unit plans, lesson plans, assessment tasks), as
well as information identified within the Game Centred Approaches (GCAs) and PD
literature. This chapter will draw on relevant literature to illustrate and support the
conclusions drawn and reinforce any recommendations made to inform future practice and
research. Informed by the literature and supported by the evidence from this study, the
research questions are answered and an effective Professional Development model to support
the implementation of GCAs is postulated. The issues and limitations of the study are
examined in order to draw from the study implications for professional development
strategies in the Physical Education (PE) context. In particular when implementing
innovative pedagogies such as GCAs and how educational issues and the teaching and
learning culture in schools can accommodate theory, particularly that of Professional
Learning Communities (PLCs) and Communities of Practice (CoPs).

Background
This study provided an opportunity to examine the influence a conceptually designed PD
model, based on the features and characteristics of effective PD, had on implementing an
innovative, student-centred teaching approach, namely GCAs, in a school-based PE program.
The aim of this research was to explore teacher learning and gain an insight into why teacher
learning may or may not occur as a result of PD activity, specifically in the context of PE and
implementing game-based pedagogy.
Informed by the literature, a PLC was established based on Stoll et al.’s (2006) fundamental
constructs of effective PLC characteristic which included: shared values and vision,
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collective responsibility, Reflective professional inquiry, collaboration, where group, as well
as individual, learning is promoted.
The proposed model of PD incorporates eight critical features to professional learning drawn
from the literature, including:
1. Knowledge building
2. Active learning
3. Coherence
4. Situated
5. Ongoing support
6. Collaborative practice
7. Capacity building
8. Reflective practice
The PD model proposed was school-based, on-site and ongoing, led by the researcher but
guided and informed by the teachers’ needs as part of the Action Research approach.
Theories of CoPs and PLC were used to explore the effectiveness of the PLC. The research
was situated in an NSW, Australian public High School. A qualitative approach to research
was adopted for this study, using a Case study approach of the ongoing and cyclical AR
process of planning, acting, observing and reflecting, to collect and concurrently analyse data
continuously. Inductive analysis and constant comparison were used to analyse the data
collected throughout each phase of the PD process. Through the data analysis process, several
dominant themes emerged, where the findings from the data analysis were presented in about
these.
The study was conducted with the following assumptions:
•

GCAs are a productive and innovative pedagogy that provide teachers with a means
of offering quality learning outcomes for their students.

•

At present, there is an ‘epistemological gap’ (Light, 2008) or cognitive dissonance
(Butler, 2006) between GCAs theory and teaching practice, where teachers fail to
understand the research implications and struggle to implement GCAs in their
teaching practice effectively.

•

At its most effective, PD provides one possible solution for bridging this
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‘epistemological gap’ (Light, 2008), translating the GCAs theory into practice.
•

Current PD opportunities are inadequate and ineffective in supporting teachers to
learn in ways that can enhance practice and facilitate and sustain change.

•

PD is a complex process that needs to consider a wide range of contextual factors
within the educational setting if it is to support and facilitate teacher learning.

•

Actions Research within a Professional Learning Community provides an excellent
platform to support and observe teacher professional learning, with the aim to change
teaching practice.

What are Physical Education teachers’ experiences of and responses to a professional
development model designed to support their implementation of games-based
pedagogy?
Contributing to the growing body of research that provides evidence that PD programs can
have a positive impact on teacher learning and can extend and refine teaching practice (see:
Armour & Yelling, 2007; Armour, Makopoulou, Chambers, 2012; Borko, 2004; Desimone,
2009; Desimone et al., 2002; Fishman et al., 2003; Garet et al., 2001; Guskey, 2002, Patton et
al., 2013), the results of this study indicates that PD can have a positive influence on
teachers’ planning and implementation of GCAs. Though the model of PD posited had
numerous positive and negative features that impacted teacher learning and engagement in
the PD process, influencing teacher capacity to implement GCAs. In the case of Jenna and
Sarah, the PD was effective in supporting their planning and implementation of GCAs and
thus improved their capacity to implement games-based pedagogy. Sarah and Jenna’s
improved capacity to implement GCAs indicate that the PD model was appropriate for their
needs and the context in which they worked. Conversely, in the case of Barry and Fred, they
did not share the same success as Jenna and Sarah, failing to facilitate change to their practice
and withdrawing from the study.
The findings of this study show that in order to support PE teachers to facilitate change to
their teaching practice, in this case, by adopting games-based pedagogy, PD initiatives need
to be personalised and contextualised to teachers’ individual needs and setting. These
findings are consistent with the PD research (see Guskey, 2002; Timperley et al., 2007) and
studies specifically within a PE context (see Coulter & Wood, 2012). As with other key
research conclusions in the PD field (see Atencio, Jess & Dewar, 2012; O’Sullivan, 2007;
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Parker, Patton, & Tannehill, 2012; Patton & Griffin, 2008; Patton & Parker, 2014), sustained
and ongoing support is necessary if teacher development efforts are to achieve substantive
change to current PE. The findings of this study show how the teachers required ongoing
support, particularly when implementing their lessons and translating the GCA theory into
practice, this required a great deal of flexibility from the researcher as the PD provider. The
teachers were actively engaged in the PD process, reflecting on practice and taking action to
support their needs. This type of PD is in direct contrast to the traditional forms of PD
offered, where teachers are engaged in one-off workshops, predominately off-site with
limited follow up or sustained support (Casey, 2012a). These findings demand a radical shift
in perspective of how PD is delivered and the teachers’ role in the PD process, or more
specifically, how teachers view themselves in the PD process. These findings echo those of
Armour and Yelling (2004) who similarly call for radical changes to both the structure and
content of PE-CPD if it is to impact upon the quality of teacher and pupil learning.
Conversely, in considering the withdrawal of Barry and Fred in this study, the findings show
the potential for disengagement and withdrawal with PD initiatives, offering a stark reminder
of the implications of PD and the possibilities of initiatives failing to achieve substantial and
lasting change. Guskey (2002) recognises similar implications of PD, recognising that change
is a gradual and often a complicated process for teachers, acknowledging that teachers are
often reluctant to adopt new practices. As such, the barriers presented might offer some
possibilities as to why PD initiatives may flounder. The results of this study reinforce the
need for PD initiatives to ensure that teachers are change ready or plan for lack of change
readiness or resistance to change. They also reinforce the importance of leadership of change.
The findings from this study, particularly in considering Barry and Fred, reinforce the
importance of investment and buy-in from teachers in the PD process. The findings also
suggest that in order to accommodate games-based pedagogy into practice, teachers require
knowledge of the changes required, along with the skills to undertake the change, they also
need knowledge of the processes of change itself. The PD literature supports the importance
of ‘buy-in’, highlighting teachers’ acceptance of PD initiatives as an important factor for
successful change (Fullan, 2007; Guskey, 2002). Teacher buy-in to PD is linked with
teachers beliefs and whether they believe change is necessary and their perceived capacity to
implement new ideas associated with PD initiatives (Patton & Griffin, 2008; Kern & Graber,
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2017). As such, Barry and Fred’s belief and attitude impacted on their acceptance and
involvement in the PD.
What facilitators and barriers impact on teacher professional learning when
implementing Game Centred Approaches?
In order to promote positive change to PE teaching practice, it is necessary to understand the
nature of facilitators and barriers within the PD process. Examining the facilitators and
barriers that impact on teacher professional learning provides insight into why teacher
learning may or may not occur as a result of PD activity, specifically in this case, in the
context of PE and implementing game-based pedagogy. The teachers in this study identified
a number of facilitators and barriers that impacted on their learning and thus the PD process
when learning to plan and implement games-based pedagogy.
Facilitators
Through the course of the PD process, the teachers identified several scaffolding strategies
that served to facilitate their learning and supported their design and implementation of GCA
lessons. These are discussed here, along with other facilitating agents revealed through the
findings.

Teaching experience
Like other studies, the findings of this study found that teaching experience was a facilitating
factor in implementing GCAs. Jenna, the more experienced teacher, was more successful in
implementing GCAs in practice, compared to Sarah, the newly qualified teacher. Rovegno
(1998) posits that prior knowledge, capabilities and goals, teaching experience; and
interactions with peers, are factors likely to influence changes in teachers’ knowledge.
Similarly, in Crux, Wai and Kam’s (2012) study examining student teachers’ learning to
implement TGfU found students’ teaching experience, preparation, class management, school
facilities and support were major factors influencing the implementation of TGfU. In this
study, Jenna’s greater capacity to implement GCAs was particularly apparent in the
implementation phase, where she appeared more able to translate the GCA theory into
practice. Where Jenna was more adept with GCAs, Sarah required substantial support,
particularly around the management of situated learning tasks and modifying and adapting
games. A possible reason for this could have been due to her inexperience in teaching. Other
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research reports that constructivist pedagogies such as GCAs are challenging and require
teachers to possess a high level of PCK to implement them in practice effectively (Hastie &
Curtner-Smith, 2006; Kirk, 2005; McCaughtry, Sofo, Rovegno, & Curtner-Smith, 2004;
McNeill, Fry, Wright, Tan, Tan, & Schempp, 2004; Rovegno, 1998). It is likely that given
Jenna’s more extensive teaching experience that she had a higher level of PCK, equipping her
with greater capacity to implement GCAs, or more able to focus on developing her capacity
to implement games-based pedagogy since she had better proficiency in other teaching
elements.
If PD is to be effective, it needs to take account of the varying experience of the teachers
taking part in the initiative. In a PLC, as with this study, the teachers teaching experience
may be wide and varied. The challenge, however, is to design PD to meet these needs and
possibly use the teachers’ expertise and experience within the PLC to support other members
through the change process. This challenge is particularly the case for PLC, who work
closely together to facilitate change to their teaching practice. As discussed later, when
considering the barriers to PD, teaching experience is also coupled with entrenched beliefs
about teaching and learning. These also need to be addressed if the PD is to be effective. The
findings also have implications for Physical Education and Teacher Education, suggesting
that teachers with limited teaching experience such as pre-service teachers or newly qualified
teachers, like Sam, will need more extensive support from PD initiatives. More specifically,
in this case, further support if they are to implement GCAs in their teaching practice.
External expertise
In Timperely, Wilson, Barrar and Fung’s (2007) best evidence synthesis in professional
learning and development, they state that all successful interventions involve expertise from
someone external to the group of participating teachers. The researcher in this study provided
the external expertise, having major input and interaction with the teachers throughout the
entire PD process. Throughout the entire PD process, the researcher was on hand to
collaboratively plan the teachers’ lessons, observe their practice and provide reassurance and
feedback to inform the next lesson. Collaboration with the researcher proved to be beneficial
in supporting both Sarah and Jenna’s learning. Both teachers reported the ongoing
collaboration with the researcher as a valuable scaffolding strategy, supporting their learning
and facilitating change to their practice as part of the PD process.
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Before this study, the teachers had limited experience of GCAs, where their current teaching
practice was aligned with more traditional pedagogies, which was clearly reflected in their
beliefs and attitudes about student learning and how to achieve outcomes in Physical
Education. Timperley (2008) suggests that “expertise external to the group of participating
teachers is necessary to challenge existing assumptions and develop the kinds of new
knowledge and skills associated with positive outcomes for students” (p.20). In the case of
this study, the researcher played a key role in challenging the teachers’ assumptions about
learning in Physical Education, supporting them to understand new content, learn new skills,
and think about their existing practice in new ways (Timperley, 2008). Both Jenna and Sarah
were open and receptive to this new learning and made positive changes to their teaching
practice as a result of the PD process. The findings showed how the engagement of external
expertise, or in this case, the researcher, presented an increased level of accountability for the
teachers’ practice. Sarah and Jenna commented that the presence of the researcher, made
them prioritise their GCA lessons over other activities that would usually take precedence.
The researcher ensured the teachers capitalised on the learning in the time they had available.
These findings draw parallels to those of Armour and Yelling (2007), who consider the new
role for CPD providers for effective PE-PD. Similarly, they highlight the continued need for
external advice and expertise to support teachers’ learning. Armour and Yelling (2007),
findings heed caution for leaders or PD providers to tread a careful line when balancing the
dual role as a leader and a follower within the PLC, where the teachers help identify and
shape their learning needs. To this end, the findings of this study add to the body of research
that shows that engagement of external expertise results in positive outcomes for learners, in
this case facilitating the teachers in their planning and implementation of GCAs. In this case,
it may be beneficial for schools to be linked to external experts within Universities and PD
providers. However, the expertise may not have to come from external sources. It may be
within the PLC itself or other faculties or schools nearby.
Demonstration lessons
Effective PD integrates theory and practice, where theories of curriculum, effective teaching,
and assessment are developed simultaneously with their applications to practice (Timperley,
2008). In the case of this study, in order to effectively integrate theory and practice to support
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learning, the teachers requested to observe GCAs in practice, requesting demonstration
lessons from the researcher. The teachers believed that observing these demonstration lessons
would help to bridge the gap between theory and practice, helping them see what gamesbased pedagogy looked like in practice. Observing the researcher deliver a GCA lesson
helped demonstrate what change the teachers needed to make to their current practice in
order to implement games-based pedagogy in their own practice. Observing practice was
particularly important given the teachers’ limited prior experience with GCAs. The situated
nature of this PD allowed the researcher to take account of the teachers’ needs and deliver
multiple demonstration lessons with the teachers’ own classes, contextualising the PD to the
teachers own setting and demonstrating lessons based on the teachers’ request of activity.
Thus, the provision of demonstration lessons enabling the teachers to observe games-based
pedagogy in practice served to facilitate their learning and support their implementation of
GCAs.
Provision of resources
To accompany the demonstration lessons, the teachers requested the provision of quality,
illustrative resources that would guide their practice through the planning phase. The teachers
believed that coupled with the observations; these resources would better illustrate GCAs in
practice and scaffold their planning and implementation of GCAs. Guided by Coulter and
Woods’ (2012) recommendations for effective PD to provide appropriate resources that
support teacher learning and enhance content knowledge, the teachers were provided with
sample lesson plans outlining a tactical approach to teaching sport skills from Mitchell, Oslin
and Griffin (2006) ‘Teaching Sports Concepts and Skills: A Tactical Games Approach’. The
resources served to be beneficial in supporting the teachers through the planning phase. Sarah
took the lead in planning the GCA unit, later acknowledging the resource as key in
scaffolding her learning through the planning phase. However, given the teachers later
difficulties implementing their designed lesson and translating theory into practice, it
appeared that the researcher’s reservations regarding the potential for the teachers to merely
replicate the resource without sufficient knowledge and understanding to implement them in
practice were not unfounded.
Timperely et al. (2007) of balancing theory and practice when providing resources, where the
provision of support material such as the sample unit of work in this case, “may lead to a
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change in teaching practice without a corresponding change in the teachers’ understanding of
their ability to apply the underlying principles in other situations” (p.79). As such, similar
conclusions can be drawn with this study, suggesting the provision of such materials is not
sufficient in itself to bring about changes in teacher practice. The teachers still needed help
translating this theory to practice.
Using familiar content knowledge
Another scaffolding strategy identified by the teachers as a facilitating agent to their planning
and implementing GCAs was the use of familiar content knowledge as a building block for
their learning. Using familiar content knowledge to scaffold learning involved the teachers
choosing to teach a unit of work in an activity they believed they possessed strong content
knowledge. Timperley et al. (2007) advocate cueing prior knowledge in the learning process,
suggesting it can help consolidate knowledge. Choosing a unit of work where the teachers
had a strong content knowledge, and felt confident to teach, allowing the focus of their
learning and the PD to be on the pedagogy. Rather than on both the content and the
pedagogical knowledge, thus reducing the demands of the PD process. This scaffolding was
particularly helpful given the teachers’ limited prior experience with games-based pedagogy.

Feedback
Feedback is an essential component of PD and collaborative practice. The power of feedback
has been extensively reported in the research (see Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Wisniewski,
Zierer & Hattie, 2020). Hattie and Timperley (2007) claim that feedback is “one of the post
powerful incidences on learning and achievement” (p .81). Effective feedback practices can
greatly improve student learning and teaching quality (AITSL, Nd). The findings of this
study would agree with this research. Both Sarah and Jenna identify the researcher’s
feedback as a vital scaffolding strategy, supporting their planning and implementation of
GCAs. Coupled with the teachers’ self-reflection of each lesson, the researcher’s feedback
helped inform their subsequent lessons and activity design. The students’ positive feedback
on the GCA lessons also presented as a facilitator of games-based pedagogy in this study.
The teachers perceived there to be a range of valued outcomes for their students as a result of
demonstration GCA lessons and their own GCA lessons.
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Hattie and Timperley (2007) define feedback as “information provided by an agent regarding
aspects of one’s performance or understanding” (p. 81). In the case of this study, the
researcher used her observational analysis using the benchmark elements to provide
feedback, highlighting the areas of strength within the GCA lesson and areas of improvement
specific to the GCA elements and their implementation. Feedback was also provided about
quality teaching practice. For example, class management issues were considered and other
issues regarding quality teaching. Written feedback was provided to the teachers once they
had completed the PTRA and was then discussed with the teachers when they were planning
their next lesson. This ensured that the teachers understood the feedback and could use this to
inform their planning. The teachers also received anecdotal feedback from observing their
student reactions to their lessons and chatting to them after class. Roussin and Zimmerman
(2014) argue that school cultures that design professional learning that focus on sharing
quality feedback build the capacity in their teachers to focus on proficiency and building
powerful and reflective models of instruction. The findings of this study would agree with
this considering the positive effect feedback had on supporting the teachers’ implementation
of GCAs. However, the learning culture of the school needs to be responsive to sharing
practice, and teachers need to be open to giving and receiving feedback.
With consideration to these findings, PD opportunities need to scaffold teacher learning by
providing teachers with relevant and applicable resources, demonstrations of practice along
with the appropriate feedback and support to implement GCAs in practice. PD provision
needs to build on teachers existing knowledge and provide opportunities to observe practice,
where teachers can visualise what the theory looks like and make a connection between what
is said and what needs to be done. This opportunity is particularly helpful if the practice can
be contextualised to their own setting. These findings further demonstrate the personalised
and contextualised nature of the PD and the flexibility required of the researcher when
delivering the PD. Other facilitating factors are discussed later when considering the efficacy
of the PD model posited. The findings reveal the PD characteristics deemed effective, along
with the required components needed for establishing an effective PLC.

Barriers
In addition to these facilitators, a number of barriers were identified that impacted on the
teachers’ learning, impeded their implementation of GCAs and the PD process. For Jenna and
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Sarah, these barriers presented roadblocks that they were able to navigate around in order to
facilitate some change to their teaching practices. However, for Barry and Fred, these barriers
presented too big a challenge to overcome, resulting in them both withdrawing from the
study.
Learning culture
A strong culture for learning, where educators are committed to their own growth and
development as professionals (Scarino & Liddicoat, 2009), is necessary for schools, if teachers’
professional development is to be supported. Research suggests, establishing a strong
professional learning culture is central to effective, high-quality teaching and fundamental to
the schools’ success (AITSL, 2012; Cole 2004, Scarino & Liddicoat, 2009; WestEd, 2000).
Similarly, Day (2000), Law (1999) and Novick (1996) agree, suggesting school leaders who
foster a collaborative learning culture support professional development. The Australian
charter for the professional learning of teachers and school leaders (AITSL, 2012) states,
“Professional learning will be most effective when it takes place within a culture where
teachers and school leaders expect and are expected to be active learners, to reflect on, receive
feedback on and improve their pedagogical practice, and by doing so to improve student
outcomes” (p.3). Cole (2004) reinforces this stating “the objective of establishing a
professional learning culture is to improve the effectiveness and consistency in teaching across
the school” (p.9). He argues that a school without a strong professional learning culture is likely
to foster a climate of complacency, professional incompetence and a poor commitment to
improving student learning; where “teachers have little sense of common purpose and a limited
concern for their own and their colleague’s professional development” (p. 9).
The experiences of Jenna and Sarah in this study question the extent to which a strong
professional learning culture was evident within the PDHPE Faculty or even the wider school
community and raises the question, what do PD initiatives do if a strong learning culture does
not exist? Within the PDHPE faculty, traditional pedagogy prevailed, despite its associated
pitfalls and criticism. There appeared to be little planning and organisation of PE units and
lesson plans and limited accountability or leadership within the faculty for the teachers’
practice and their professional development. Sarah particularly felt unsupported in the PD
process by both the faculty and the senior executive. As discussed late in this chapter, the
teachers appeared to place little priority on their professional learning. The findings show how
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Jenna and Sarah’s continued commitment to the GCA-PD and the implementation of GCAs
caused dissent within the faculty. Jenna and Sarah’ perseverance with the PD culminated in a
clear divide between Sarah and Jenna and Barry and Fred, the two teachers that withdrew from
the study. The findings show that there was a breakdown in the collegiality within the faculty,
providing an estranged and unsupportive environment. As such, it must be recognised that not
all efforts for collaborative learning produce positive outcomes. It was difficult to detect a
strong culture for learning within the school. This absence of a strong professional learning
culture within the PDHPE faculty and possibly the wider school community, had a negative
influence on Sarah and Jenna’s learning, impacting on their participation in the PD process and
limiting their capacity to make a change to their teaching practice.
It is proposed that the same barriers impacting on the teacher professional development in this
study, also impede the development of a strong professional learning culture within the faculty
and even the wider school community. As such, this study argues that a strong learning culture,
that fosters the professional growth of staff was needed in this context, to supporting teachers’
learning and their implementation of GCAs. In doing so, this study contributes to the growing
body of literature that provides evidence that a culture of learning is crucial in facilitating
teacher learning. Further research is needed in exploring how to foster and sustain a positive
learning culture within the school community, one that nurtures the establishment of
relationships, collegiality and encourages teachers to take risks, share practice and learning.
Limited knowledge and experience of GCAs
The findings revealed that the teachers had limited prior experience of GCAs, resulting in
limited knowledge and understanding of games-based pedagogy. This limited experience and
knowledge of GCA impacted on the teachers learning and impeded the PD process. It meant
that the teachers were starting from a far more elementary position than initially anticipated.
The teachers were limited in their capacity to plan GCA lessons since they did not understand
what GCAs looked like in practice. In this case, the teachers “did not know what they did not
know” (Researcher reflection, 30th April 2014). They did not know what change was required
to their practice or what skills they needed to facilitate this change. These findings are
consistent with those of many other GCA studies that show teachers struggle to conceptualise
what GCAs look like in practice (see: Dudley & Baxter 2009, 2013; Randall, 2003; Robert,
2011; Rovegno, 1998).
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As a consequence of this limited starting point for the teachers, the PD had to be further tailored
and personalised to meet these needs, building the teachers knowledge and capacity to
implement GCAs. In order to support the teachers’ content knowledge, the teachers designed
and implemented a unit of work in an activity area they felt confident and knowledgeable to
teach. Focusing on an area they had knowledge and confidence to teach meant that the PD
could focus on the pedagogy and the instructional practices required of GCAs. This meant that
the researcher had to collaboratively plan a different unit of work and subsequent lessons for
each teacher. These findings further illustrate the flexibility required in the PD process and the
adaptability of the researcher as the PD provider. As the PD progressed, and the teachers moved
to implement their planned lessons, the findings revealed gaps in the teachers’ subject matter
content knowledge, particularly for Sarah. Again, this impacted on their implementation of
GCAs and the PD process. Sarah needed the PD to build her content knowledge around the
tactical aspects of games, and then around the pedagogical aspects of GCAs, where games
needed to be modified to highlight these tactical aspects. With limited subject matter content
knowledge, the pedagogical aspects became more difficult.
Much of the GCA literature reports limited pedagogical content knowledge as a “stumbling
block” (O’ Leary, 2014) when learning to implement games-based pedagogy. Stran, Sinelnikov
and Woodruff’s (2012) report how the pre-service teachers’ lack of pedagogical knowledge
and pedagogical content knowledge on their study, distorted the implementation of Sport
Education and TGfU. Similarly, Kuehl-Kitchen’s (2005) attributed the lack of pedagogical
content knowledge to the difficulties experienced by pre-service teachers when planning,
implementing and assessing the TGfU model in their study. They suggest “Teachers need
pedagogical content knowledge so that they can appropriately ‘package’ everything in order
for the students to learn in the most productive manner” (Kuehl-Kitchen, 2005, p.126). Coulter
and Woods (2012) study also revealed that Primary teachers’ lack of content knowledge limited
their ability to design their own lessons. It appeared that the teachers in this study faced the
same hurdle. However, it is important to note that much of this literature studies pre-service
teachers, whilst this study explored both a newly qualified teacher and three experienced
teachers. The experienced teachers’ limited exposure to GCAs was a surprise given gamesbased pedagogy being mandated in the NSW PDHPE syllabus. As such, it is possible that the
teachers preference for more traditional pedagogical approaches reflected their limited
knowledge and understanding of GCAs. This preference for more traditional pedagogies will
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be discussed further in line with the teachers existing practice and beliefs about teaching and
learning in Physical Education.
The findings of this study contribute to the calls in the literature that current forms of PE CPD
need to enhance its capacity in developing teacher knowledge, both content and pedagogical
knowledge (See: Armour, Makopoulou & Chambers, 2012; Bechtel & Sullivan, 2006; Casey,
2012). PE PD also needs to consider the sustentation and applications of knowledge to a range
of different contexts, activities and settings.
Beliefs and attitudes about teaching and learning
The findings suggest that the teachers’ prevailing pedagogical practice was aligned with their
longstanding beliefs about teaching and learning in PE, or more specifically, how best to
achieve outcomes when teaching games. Given the teachers’ focus on the use of more
traditional pedagogies, it is considered that their beliefs about how students learn in PE, was
in juxtaposition with that of games-based pedagogy. These beliefs and values associated with
more traditional pedagogy, thus present a possible barrier to the teachers’ learning as part of
the PD process. Timperley (2008) suggests that teachers “existing assumptions about
curriculum or about what particular groups of students are able to learn can prevent teachers
from examining how effective their own practice is in promoting student learning” (p.20). As
such, the researcher was tasked with not only changing the teachers’ practice, but she had to
challenge the teachers’ beliefs about how students learning in PE when playing games.
Most models of change consider a change in teaching practice, their beliefs and attitudes, and
student learning, systematic to professional development (Desimone 2009, Guskey, 2002).
Guskey’s (2002) model of teacher change proposes that significant change in teachers’
attitudes and beliefs occurs after they gain evidence of improvements in student learning as a
result to the changes, they have implemented in their classroom practice. “The crucial point is
that it is not the professional development per se, but the experience of successful
implementation that changes teachers’ attitudes and beliefs. They believe it [the new strategy]
works because they have seen it work and that experience shapes their attitudes and beliefs”
(Guskey, 2002 p. 383). In considering Jenna and Sarah, the findings of this study would
support this model of change, since both Jenna and Sarah were motivated by the perceived
benefits and valued outcomes for their student as a result of the GCA demonstration lessons,
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and their initial implementation. The researcher was able to demonstrate results in terms of
student learning outcomes and perceived benefits for the students, which gained buy-in from
Jenna and Sarah. Thus, when the PD was combined with evidence of enhanced, valued
outcomes for the students, the teachers’ attitudes and beliefs started to change. Jenna and
Sarah appeared to be more open and positive towards changing their beliefs and teaching
practice, particularly when receiving feedback from the students regarding their learning and
engagement.
In contrast, Barry and Fred appeared less open and somewhat resistant to changing their
beliefs and teaching practice. These findings echo those of Kern and Graber (2018) who
show that more experienced teachers are less open to change, particularly those closer to
retirement. Although, unlike Fred in this study, Kern and Graber (2018) suggest that teachers
teaching other subject were usually more responsive to pedagogical changes. Butler (1993)
showed that teachers’ core beliefs about why they teach, what they teach and how they teach
it was the main predictor of change. In this study, it was clear that the proposed pedagogy did
not align with how Barry and Fred believed PE should be taught. In Butler’s (2005) work
exploring how to encourage teachers to adopt Teaching Games for Understanding (TGfU),
she reported that a large number of experienced teachers prefer traditional instruction
approaches because they believe that TGfU may be opposed to their values, beliefs and
attitudes toward teaching and learning. Barry and Fred appeared to prefer more traditional
pedagogy and resisted the change of pedagogy required by the GCA PD. There appeared to
be what Festinger (1957) coined ‘cognitive dissonance’ (Butler, 2006), where the actions of
changing their pedagogical practice were incongruent with Barry and Fred’s beliefs. It
appeared that the gap or level of cognitive dissonance, between the teachers’ current practice
and beliefs, and that of the proposed games-based pedagogy was too big to get buy-in or
motivation to engage in the PD from Barry and Fred. Timperly et al. (2007) suggest that,
cognitive dissonance is not useful when trying to achieve implementation fidelity. Patton and
Parker (2014) believe that changing teachers beliefs represents the most difficult and most
substantial change possible, representing ‘real’ or ‘deep level’ changes (Sparkes, 1990). For
Barry and Fred, it appeared that changing their beliefs would be too difficult to master in the
course of this research.
These findings draw similar conclusions to those of Butler (2005), suggesting that teachers at
all career stages can benefit from PD opportunities that encourage them to discuss and
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challenge core beliefs and to examine how they translate their beliefs about teaching and
learning into practice, and encourage them to experiment with approaches that align their
practice and beliefs. It is the role of school leaders and external experts to challenge beliefs
and values, presenting new ideas and pedagogies, and to ensure the focus of teaching practice
is on students and their learning.
Time
The teachers perceived Time to be one of the main barriers in the PD process. This perceived
barrier of time impacted on the teachers’ learning and engagement in the PLC and impeded
their implementation of GCAs. ‘Lack of time’ appeared to be the main barrier to the teachers’
planning, implementation, reflection and assessment of their GCA practice, with the teachers
claiming they did not have enough time to engage in the PLC and the required PD tasks such
as unit and lesson planning, lesson set up or lesson reflection. The teachers expressed their
concern about the amount of time the GCA-PD process required of them. They perceived the
lesson preparation required in implementing GCAs to be a demanding and timely process,
explaining it as ‘a lot of work’ or ‘more work that they were used too’. The planning process
appeared to be beyond their current scope of preparation for their typical PE lessons.
Wang and Ha (2009) report similar reservations regarding the amount of lesson preparation
needed when implementing TGfU with the pre-service teachers in their study, suggesting that
the effective use of time is a challenge for teachers when implementing TGfU. The teachers
in Brooker et al.’s (2000) study of implementing a game sense approach to Teaching Junior
High School Basketball also experienced issues with the amount of time spent on the
planning process, deeming the amount of planning ‘impractical in the modern teaching day’
(p.17). Similarly, these findings are in line with the GCA research with in-service teachers by
Light and Butler (2005), who report that implementing the TGfU model requires more
preparation and adaptability because the teachers must be knowledgeable about offensive and
defensive strategies. Díaz-cueto, Hernández-Álvarez and Castejón (2010) also reference the
teachers lack time in the implementation of the lessons. Similarly, Casey and Dyson (2009)
reported the time constraints associated with planning and delivering a hybrid TGfU–
Cooperative Learning unit. The planning associated with GCA units and lessons is an
elaborate and involved process. Equally, the time demands presented by planning and
implementing GCAs may be amplified when teachers are new to games education,
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particularly when their PCK is limited. As such, sufficient time needs to be allocated to the
planning phase when planning to teach using GCAs.
The teachers in this study experienced particular difficulties finding time to collaborate the
PLC during the planning process. Unable to find simultaneously scheduled free periods, the
teachers claimed that the timetable restricted them from working collaboratively to plan their
unit and subsequent lesson plans. However, even when they set aside time to work together,
they were not able to fulfil their commitment due to other priorities that were considered
more pressing. Similarly, they sometimes failed to complete their lesson reflection before
conducting the next one in the unit, reporting that they did not have time to engage in the
reflection activity. These concerns regarding the limited time available to teachers to engage
in high-quality PD are lamented in the PD literature (see: Mayer, Mitchell, Macdonald, Land
& Luke, 2003; Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Armour & Yelling, 2004; 2007, Hargreaves, 2012,
Hoban, 2002, Newmann, 1994) with insufficient time identified as one of the most common
constraints on professional learning in schools. Mayer et al. (2003) found that lack of time
and opportunity for teachers to work together was a recurring problem in their ‘Professional
Standards for Teachers’ pilot study. Likewise, Newmann (1994) describes time as a
‘formidable obstacle’ (p.2) to the development of clear, shared purpose, collective
responsibility and collaboration when establishing a professional community within U.S.
schools. Stoll et al. (2006) suggest that organisational structures such as time are essential to
the success of PLCs, with the PLC research reporting similar challenges and limitations
associated with time (East, 2015).
For Barry and Fred, time was perceived as such a barrier that they withdrew from the study,
using the excuse that they did not have time to engage in the PD process. They attributed their
‘lack of time’ for the GCA-PD, to the pressures placed on them by other work priorities. Fred
had been assigned extra Maths classes, adding extra pressure to his teaching schedule. Barry’s
time was preoccupied with his duties as Sports Organiser. Interestingly, the remaining teacher
participants questioned the teachers’ reasons for withdrawing from the study, suggesting it was
possibly ‘too much work’ for them, particularly with planning lessons. The teachers explained
that they did not believe that experienced teachers needed to plan lessons, and as such, they did
not want to allocate time to this process. The ensuing discussion with Sarah and Jenna
suggested that Barry and Fred were not interested in changing the way they teach. Barry was
an experienced teacher; he was close to the end of his career, entering what Huberman (1993)
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coined the ‘serenity and effective distance phase’, possibly believing that he did not need to
change teaching from the way he had always taught. Initially, Fred was interested in gamesbased pedagogy and was happy to let Sarah teach his lessons and show him what she learnt
through the PD process. However, he was unprepared to allocate time to the planning and
reflecting activities required as part of the PD process. Even when presented with pre-planned
lessons, he still refrained from being part of the study. Consequently, there appeared to be
resentment from the withdrawing teachers towards the participating teachers for continuing
with the PD and persevering with the implementation of GCAs in their teaching practice.
Prioritising time for professional learning
Interestingly, the teachers only considered the time available for their professional learning to
be within the constraints of the school day. They did not consider time outside their timetabled
hours as a possible opportunity for professional learning or collaboration. Lunch times did
provide one opportunity to collaborate and complete PD activities. However, these were often
disturbed and occupied with other administrative tasks. Often in the teachers’ free periods,
other tasks were prioritised over their engagement with the activities as part of the PD process
such as the required planning and reflection tasks. Even when they did allocate sufficient time
to the planning process, they prioritised other tasks over the collaborative planning required as
part of the PD process. Jenna frequently used her commitments as a Year coordinator or HSC
teacher to explain why she had not had time to plan or reflect on her lessons. Barry and Fred’s
commitments to their other duties were prioritised over engaging in the study. Contrastingly,
Sarah appeared to prioritise time to be engaged in this PD process. However, this could possibly
be the result of her having fewer work commitments and possible because she was temporary,
striving to do everything she could to gain a permanent position at the school, allowing her to
make this a priority. Armour and Yelling (2004) report similar findings in their analysis of the
career-long CPD of 85 experienced physical education (PE) teachers in England; they reported
related issues with teachers’ lack of time for PD and a dislike of giving up personal time to
engage in CPD. Guskey and Yoon (2009) remind us, “simply providing more time for PD
yields no benefit if that time is not used wisely” (p.497). The findings of this study raise
important questions regarding the teachers’ prioritisation of time for their professional learning,
considering whether they made their professional development a priority.
As Armour and Yelling (2007) suggest, it seems clear that the way forward for PD is to develop
a model that reduces rather than increases the pressure of time. However, the findings of this
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study advocate that teachers need to prioritise time for professional learning, to ensure a culture
of learning is established and teachers are supported in their efforts for PD. Ramsey (2000)
acknowledges that teachers do not have adequate structured time to work collaboratively with
colleagues. He argues, “there is a need to view teacher education as being integrated into the
careers of all teachers and educational leaders in a systematic, planned and developmental way”
(p.38). Thus, in order for PD to be effective, it is clear that time must be well organised,
carefully structured, purposefully directed, and focused on content or pedagogy or both
(Birman et al. 2000; Garet et al. 2001; Guskey 1999). However, teachers must make a time
commitment to professional learning. They need to invest their time in the PD process and hold
themselves accountable to upholding this commitment. This study argues that in order to foster
a strong professional learning culture within a school, time needs to be prioritised for teacher
professional learning. Professional development opportunities need to be built into the
teachers’ daily work and schedule not tacked on to what they are already doing. Equally,
teachers need to use the time provided to invest in their professional development.
As Gould (2008) indicates, teachers are often overburdened with various professional and
personal commitments and obligations. Thus, time must be prioritised and allocated for
teachers to talk, research, and plan. The teachers in this study often prioritised other
professional and personal obligations over the PD and struggled to find time for their
professional learning. As both Darling-Hammond (2005) and Gould, (2008) suggest, time
needs to be prioritised and allocated for teacher professional learning, where time needs to be
set aside for teachers to engage in the action research process if the professional development
is to be effective. Time needs to be allocated and prioritised for learning. Whether this is time
to participate in the AR process or to be actively involved in a PLC, teachers need there to be
time to engage in collaborative and reflective activities.
What elements of games-based pedagogy do teachers need support with when learning
to teach Game Centred Approaches?
The findings of this study presented a range of challenges for the teachers when
implementing GCAs. These challenges arise in part due to the profound shift (Harvey &
Light, 2015) in the role of the teacher from the director and controller of learning to
facilitating and guiding it (see Butler, 2006). GCAs also require a considerable level of
pedagogical skill (Light & Georgakis, 2005) and content knowledge within games. The
teachers’ difficulties with GCAs were particularly evident when implementing their lessons
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and attempting to translate the GCA theory into practice. Sarah, the newly qualified teacher,
required the most support when in implementing her lessons. Metzler’s (2011) Benchmark
elements helped pinpoint specific areas that the teachers required support, becoming a
scaffold for directing focus in the PD process. The findings revealed that the teachers needed
support implementing elements
1) Creating a tactical problem as the organising centre for learning tasks,
3) Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from game form,
4) Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve the tactical problem, and
8) Assessment.
Sarah required significant support in modifying and adapting games. These elements of
GCAS will be discussed here with the support of the literature.

Tactical elements of games
Harvey and Robertson (2017) suggest that the two benchmark elements that focus on the
tactical components of games, element 1) Creating a tactical problem as the organising centre
for learning tasks, and element 3) Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from
game form, are ‘non- negotiable’ teacher benchmarks when implementing GCAs. However,
despite both Jenna and Sarah demonstrating these elements competently in their lesson
planning, they encountered difficulties implementing them in practice when delivering their
GCA lessons. Sarah experienced difficulties identifying the tactical and skill areas within the
game. Sarah’s difficulties identifying the tactical and skill components can mostly be
attributed to the teachers’ limited knowledge and understanding of GCAs. However, the
findings here reveal gaps in the teachers’ subject matter content knowledge of games which
impacted on their implementation of the GCA lessons.
Addressing these elements in practice demands a high level of pedagogical content
knowledge within games. The teacher is required to create a tactical problem, such as
maintain possession of the ball or creating space in attack in order to score (Michell, Oslin &
Griffin, 2006), as the focus for learning in a lesson. Learning activities are then designed so
the problem can be solved through engaging in the lesson. Teachers need to be able to
identify relevant tactical and skill areas within the game, in order to design relevant and
meaningful learning activities to address the tactical problem, and support students in solving
it. As such, teachers need to be able to observe these tactical and skill areas through student
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performance in the learning activities. To do this, teachers must have knowledge of the
‘fundamental’ or ‘primary rules’ of the game, the “rules that supply the game with its
essential character” (Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005, p.4). In order to identify tactical
knowledge or ‘knowledge in action’ (Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005, p.50), the teacher
needs to understand the ‘Action rules’ which provide an answer to the tactical problem, such
as keeping the ball, playing in movement, exploiting and creating available space’
(Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005). Thus, designing meaningful learning experiences in
GCAs is very demanding of the teachers’ content knowledge, along with the added challenge
of learning pedagogy to implement GCAs.
Given the teachers’ limited exposure to GCAs and their focus on more tradition pedagogies
that focus on developing technical ability, rather than tactical components, it is unsurprising
that the teachers encountered difficulties implementing these elements in practice. Other
research highlights similar difficulties around the tactical components of GCAs. For example.
Barrett and Turner’s (2000) study with an experienced PE teacher showed that whilst the
teacher could competently teach technically correct skills; she found it problematic to
observe and teach the tactical aspects of the game. The recently qualified teacher in
O’Leary’s (2014) study experienced the same difficulties as the teachers in this study. He
found that the teachers often lacked a tactical focus in the initial game, which did not always
set the scene for the development of tactical awareness and decision-making. Similarly, the
teacher did not ask the students to solve a tactical problem.
The findings from this research study indicate that PE teachers may require more content
knowledge of games, particularly around the tactical aspects of games and the inherent
problems they create in games if they are to implement GCAs effectively. That is, if teachers
are to develop the pedagogy associated with GCAs, they must first acquire the content
knowledge of games. As such, developing this content knowledge needs to be the focus of
any GCA-PD initiative. Teachers need to develop this knowledge and understanding of
games with its application to situated learning activities in mind, so teachers can then learn to
adapt and modify games to highlight the tactical aspects. The designing of relevant learning
experiences to focus on the tactical problem cannot happen until the teachers’ have developed
content knowledge. As such, it may be beneficial to develop this content knowledge
simultaneously with this pedagogy to support the teachers in translating the theory into
practice. These suggestions echo those of McNeill, Fry, Wright et al. (2008); building GCA239

specific pedagogical content knowledge requires further attention if PD initiatives are to
infiltrate practice.

Questioning strategies
Questioning is a ‘key pedagogical tool’ (Turner, 2005) and a ‘pivotal instructional process’
(McNeill et al., 2008) in implementing constructivist approaches such as GCAs. In GCAs, the
reliance is on the teacher’s questioning to stimulate thinking rather than direct instruction
(Light and Georgakis, 2005); the teacher asks questions about what, where, and why and not
just how (Light and Fawn, 2003, Kidman, 2005). As such, scaffolding learning through
questioning is an important pedagogical tool for developing students’ appreciation of how
learning experiences link to the game (McNeil, 2008). Light (2014) suggests, the use of skilful
questioning in GCAs empowers the learner to take responsibility for their own learning and
supports them to learn how to learn. Harvey and Robertson (2017) also identify Metzler’s
(2011) element ‘Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve the tactical problem’
(Metzler, 2011, p.376) as a non-negotiable element when implementing GCAs.
The findings of this study show the difficulties the teachers encountered when using
questioning strategies when planning and implementing their GCA lessons. Sarah and Jenna
struggled to formulate and use relevant and appropriate deductive questions to facilitate
learning and guide the students in solving the tactical problem set in their lessons. These
findings were to be expected, given the teachers’ difficulties surrounding the tactical aspects
of GCA pedagogy. Sarah experienced difficulties identifying the opportune time to ask
questions during the learning experience. She often left questioning until the end plenary
session, bombarding the students with questions in a summary of their learning. Jenna’s
questioning and feedback were mostly technique focused and often failed to connect to the
learning intentions of the lesson. Howarth (2005) suggests that teachers new to GCAs often
lack the observational skills needed to develop questions in game-based lessons. This appeared
to be the case for both Jenna and Sarah in this study where they struggled asking meaningful
questions during the lesson and game-play. There was often little connection between the
questions asked in the lesson and the learning intentions of the lesson.
Similar pedagogical dilemmas surrounding questioning are reported in the literature. Findings
by McNeill et al. (2004, 2008) show that student teachers found questioning in GCAs
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troublesome; mostly relying on knowledge-based recall or rhetorical questions, rather than the
higher-order, tactical questions required when using game-based pedagogy. Similarly, the
coaches in Roberts’ (2011) study encountered difficulties with the use of questioning when
implementing GCAs. As with the conclusions drawn by McNeill et al. (2008), the teachers’
difficulties surrounding questioning strategies may be attributed to their limited content
knowledge and prior experience of GCAs. As McNeill et al., (2008) suggest, the teachers
needed to develop questioning techniques that promote deep thinking and are appropriately
sequenced or layered during game-play as opposed to before and after.
Planning is vital in developing effective questioning and various phases of the lesson demand
different styles of learning for maximum learning effect (Bailey, 2001). Germaine, Richard and
Griffin (2005) suggest teachers may need to develop a questioning protocol like the ‘debate of
ideas’ to support their use of questioning. There is evident criticism in the GCA literature
regarding the dearth of resources to support teachers in their questioning in GCAs and the
models of questioning provided in GCA resources and literature (Turner, 2005, Wright &
Forrest, 2007). In their paper, Wright and Forrest (2007) challenge teachers to look beyond
questioning where there is only one right answer, to shift the determination of correct and
incorrect responses from lying solely with the teacher and set up questioning where the teachers
are not the only one to ask questions. More recently, Harvey and his colleagues (Harvey &
Light, 2016 and Harvey, Cope & Jones, 2016) have attempted to contribute to the scarcity of
research in this area, providing a useful repertoire of resources to support teachers in
developing questioning when teaching using GCAs. In recognising the difficulties teachers
encounter with questioning in GCAs, Harvey and Light (2014) provide a range of other
questioning protocols to support teachers to move beyond simplistic questioning, for example,
the triadic Initiation, Response, Evaluation (IRE model of questioning (Cazden, 2001). They
also advocate other questioning approaches for promoting deep thinking and dialogue, for
example using ‘skinny and fat questions’ (Kagan, 2005), types of thinking and question starters
(Kracl, 2012), a debate of ideas (Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005), the GROW model
(Gallwey, 1974) and the reflective toss (van Zee & Minstell, 1997).
Guided by this research, the researcher developed a range of questioning scaffolds to support
the teachers in formulating questions in their lessons. These scaffolds appeared to support the
teachers during the planning phase. However, they appeared less effective in supporting the
teachers questioning in the implementation phase. McNeill et al. (2008) warn “designing and
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pre-scripting questions to be situated in game-play is somewhat of an anathema” (p.243).
Suggesting pre-scripting questions detracts from the student-centred nature of game-play. The
challenges with pre-scripting questions was particularly evident in Jenna’s lessons, where she
needed to control the learning, often answering her own questions because she struggled to get
the information she wanted out of the students.
The findings of this study suggest that teachers need to develop their knowledge and
understanding of games and games teaching, to use questioning in their teaching practice
effectively. The PD needs to focus on developing this knowledge and understanding before
teachers can focus on their use of questioning strategies. PD initiatives in GCAs need to
familiarise teachers with questioning strategies, with a focus on solving tactical problems. The
use of scaffolding strategies is helpful; however, teachers need support using them in the lesson
or setting up social learning activities where the students can use the questioning scaffolds
within the lesson. The effective use of questioning requires teachers to get to grips with the
teacher’s role in guiding and facilitating their learning. They also need to be informed that their
role is that of a learning guide rather than an instructor (Adams, 2006, O’Leary, 2014).
Authentic Assessment
Authentic assessment is a key feature of GCA lessons, mostly due to the shift in focus of
teaching the tactical dimensions of game-play (Griffin, Oslin, & Mitchell, 1995; Mitchell,
Griffin, & Oslin, 1995; Mitchell, Oslin, & Griffin, 1995). Teaching is “driven by the need for
contextual, real-world, game-simulated practice to develop game knowledge and
understanding (i.e. knowing what to do, and when and how to do it)” (Memmert, 2008, p.
220). Metzler (2011) suggests “student achievement represent a combination of knowing
what to do and how to execute it correctly in game contexts” (p.377). As such, assessment
needs to be situated within the context of the game and move beyond measuring technical
performance, to assessing games performance.
This study highlighted the difficulties experienced by the teachers, particularly Jenna when
conducting assessment in the practical setting. Before this study, the teachers rarely conducted
assessment in a practical setting, and when they did, the assessment focused on skill drills and
technical performance in full-sized games. This non-authentic assessment, which focuses on
the technical product of student performance, is widely documented in the GCAs literature
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(Oslin, 2005; Brown & Hopper, 2006, Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005). Brown and
Hopper (2006) state, “As PE teachers, too often we attempt to measure psychomotor
competence in games units through skill tests, and we create contexts that mitigate against
student success no matter how much effort they exert” (p.13).
Oslin, Mitchell and Griffin’s (1998) Games Performance Assessment Instrument (GPAI) was
introduced to the teachers, to provide a more authentic assessment opportunity. Pill (2008)
advocates the GPAI as an example of authentic PE game assessment, suggesting it not only
facilitates learning but also provides a tool to collect evidence of the learning that has occurred.
However, the teachers struggled to implement the assessment in practice. The teachers
difficulties with implementing assessment in practice may be due to her limited understanding
of the GPAI but also her limited PCK associated with assessment in games. Until this study,
neither teacher had conducted a peer assessment in the practical context, which may explain
the number of management and organisational issues when conducting the GCA lesson.
Memmert and Harvey (2008) suggest that researchers using the GPAI might look to increase
their learning time on the GPAI. Similarly, in the context of this study, the teachers need to
increase their familiarity not only with the GPAI but also with different forms of authentic
assessment, that is, peer, self and teacher assessment. Interestingly, there also appears to be a
dearth of literature on authentic assessment of skill development and tactical awareness
(Harvey & Jarrett, 2013).
Modifying and adapting games
The roles of the teacher in GCAs shifts to being a designer and facilitator of learning, where
they have to modify and adapt games to limit the technical demands to match that of the player
(Evans, 2006; Light & Georgakis, 2005; Pill 2012; Stolz & Pill, 2012, Zuccolo, Spittle, Pill,
2014). The emphasis for learning is on game-related decision making (Kirk, 2009; Pill 2011).
Tactical awareness is built through the exploration of the tactical problem whilst engaged in
games that have been modified to allow the students to address the problem. The games are
progressively made more challenging through various modification layers, to maximise student
success and participation. For example, the rules, equipment, and playing area can be
exaggerated to facilitate the opportunity for every player to address the tactical problem.
Instead of modifying the game to provide skill practice, the skills are modified to provide
practice with the tactical challenges of the game (Kuehl-Kitchen, 2005, p.23).
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Sarah, the newly qualified teacher, needed further support around modifying and adapting
games, whereas Jenna, the more experienced teacher, was more adept with managing the
situated nature of games. However, she still required support aligning her modifications to the
tactical focus for learning. Harvey (2007) suggests that knowing what modifications to make
to the game and when to make them will depend on what the teacher observes during the lesson.
The findings show how the teachers struggled to observe the tactical and skills areas through
the students’ performance in the learning activities, thus, impacting on their capacity to make
relevant modifications to games to highlight the tactical problem.
Wang and Ha (2009) report similar findings in their study with pre-service teachers. They
report the difficulties experienced in creating and modifying games to an appropriate level and
difficulties with highlighting the learning intentions. Barriers relating to teachers’ pedagogical
difficulties are also echoed in the findings of Casey and Dyson (2009), who reported the
pedagogical constraints associated with planning and delivering a hybrid TGfU–Cooperative
Learning unit; Casey reports “I found that I had to rethink every lesson in an effort to develop
student learning” (p.191). Similarly, Almond’s (1986) earlier research found that some teachers
felt out of their depth and unable to think up new ideas, when refocusing teaching away from
skills and onto tactics. Chandler (1996) also notes concerns with GCAs, based upon teachers’
deep knowledge of games, the development of appropriate game forms, transfer of games skills
within categories and the development of appropriate procedures to do this. Similarly, these
findings echo that of O’Leary’s (2014) research and earlier research of Bunker and Thorpe
(1986) that claim there is an over-reliance on technique-orientated practices. Like the findings
in this study, O’Leary (2014) suggests that PE teachers need support in highlighting the tactical
problem-solving nature of games. The conclusions drawn in this study are similar to that of
Wang and Ha (2009). They recommended that PD initiatives need to focus on translating theory
into practice. GCA PD needs to develop teachers pedagogical knowledge of GCAs, particularly
the process of creating and modifying games, with the design of relevant and meaningful
learning activities.
The complexity of Game Centred Approaches
The findings of this study raise issues with regards to the complexity of GCAs. The teachers
encountered a range of pedagogical difficulties when trying to plan and implement a lesson
that addresses all the benchmark elements. These difficulties have been attributed to the
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teachers’ limited knowledge and experience of GCAs whereby their dominant practice was
aligned with more traditional, skill driven, linear pedagogy. Considering the teachers’
difficulties in trying to authentically implement GCAs, addressing all eight of Metzler’s (2011)
benchmark elements, it could be suggested that GCAs are possibly too complex, particularly
for teachers with limited prior knowledge and experience of constructivist pedagogy. These
findings suggest that asking the teachers to demonstrate all benchmark elements from the onset
of the PD might have been too demanding, particularly early in the PD process. Therefore, if
PD is to penetrate practice and support the implementation of games-based pedagogy, then the
complexity of GCAs needs to be reduced when learning to implement them. Harvey et al.,
(2016) agree four non-negotiable elements need to be implemented. However, it was three of
these four elements that the teachers had difficulty implementing, suggesting these are the most
complex elements and the most difficult aspects of GCAs to learn and implement.
In order to develop the teachers’ PCK and support the teachers’ implementation of GCAs in
this study, the researcher had to reduce the complexity of GCAs. Rather than require the
teachers to implement all eight benchmark elements in their entirety or as a holistic model; the
researcher selected just one or two benchmark elements to focus the teachers’ learning or
learning goal each week. For example, Sarah spent two weeks focussing just on her questioning
and using questioning strategies, whilst Jenna focused on setting a tactical focus in her lessons.
Focusing learning around one or two benchmark elements allowed the teachers to refine their
implementation, focus their reflection and experience some success in their delivery of GCAs.
Once the teachers had experienced success in implementing the benchmark element, the
learning focus was transferred to another element(s), until teachers were able to authentically
implement the whole model in its entirety, demonstrating all benchmark elements.
Scaffolding the teachers’ learning, the researcher reduced the complexity of GCAs and
simplified the implementation by reducing the eight benchmark elements into more
manageable chunks, selecting just one or two benchmark elements to focus on each lesson.
Subsequently, the PD had to be specifically designed to support the individual teacher’s area
of need. The areas of improvement, as identified by the observational benchmark tool, became
the individual focus for learning for each of the teachers through the PD process. Each teacher
focused on one or two elements of GCAs to effectively implement it into their lessons, before
progressing to the next element. As such, the researcher used ‘scaffolding’ (Wood, Bruner &
Ross, 1976) to support the teachers’ learning, focusing their learning on the specific elements
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of GCA relevant to the individual teacher. In this way, the complexity of the model was reduced
to align with the individual teacher’s Zone of Proximal Teacher Development (ZPTD)
(Vygotsky,1978), supporting the teachers’ knowledge development and their implementation
of GCAs. Through this ‘scaffolded’ learning process, the researcher was able to progressively
improve the teachers’ implementation of the benchmark elements by gradually building teacher
knowledge and greater independence towards a more holistic and authentic implementation of
GCAs.
Using the benchmark elements to identify a specific learning focus and then personalising the
PD to develop knowledge and understanding of that specific element, provided a structure or
framework for learning, making learning more manageable and the implementation of GCAs
more achievable and as such, allowing the teachers to experience more success. Having a
specific learning focus also allowed the researcher to focus on what could already be done and
what support was needed. As such, the findings suggest that the complexity of GCAs needs to
be reduced and that GCA-PD needs to identify specific areas to work on that align with the
areas of pedagogical constraint and build towards holistic, authentic implementation. GCA-PD
needs to scaffold learning by reducing the complexity of GCAs; focusing learning on one or
two elements until the teacher has mastered that instructional process.
These findings offer a point of contrast from the GCA research that promotes the holistic and
authentic implementation of games-based pedagogy. The literature expresses concern
regarding watered-down versions of GCAs, suggesting that simplification of GCAs contributes
to the misinterpretation and misunderstanding of games-based approaches that make them
difficult to implement authentically (Jarrett & Harvey, 2014, Light & Evans, 2010, Roberts,
2001). Roberts (2001) warns of the over-simplification of a complex process when learning a
new pedagogic approach, contributing to the misunderstanding of their true meaning.
Similarly, Kirk (2011) raises caution with the extent to which the implementation of an
approach such as a GCA can be modified and still legitimately be valid. Jarret and Harvey
(2014) advocate that a true commitment to GCAs must be espoused by using its terms and also
a practical understanding of it. However, this is the same literature that identifies the difficulties
teachers and coaches have in implementing GCAs. Little insight is offered in relation to how
to support the authentic implementation of game-based pedagogy. Perhaps these suggestions
presented in this research presents some better insight into how to overcome these difficulties
and support teachers in their implementation of GCAs. The findings of this study might move
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a step closer in addressing the gap in the research, offering researchers and PD providers
looking to support the implementation of GCAs need to understand that in order to implement
GCAs authentically, then PD needs to firstly, break them down into its main components and
build up to a more holistic implementation.
What are the characteristics of effective Game Centred Approach-PD?
The model of PD proposed in this study was grounded in the continuous action research cycle
of planning, acting, observing and reflecting (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988); engaging the
teaches in the AR process through the four PD phases, Phase A: needs-assessment, Phase B:
planning, Phase C: implementing and Phase D: evaluating. Establishing an effective PLC was
central to the development of the PD model, along with the eight-core PD features deemed to
be effective in supporting teacher learning. The PLC provided a platform for the AR, where
all PLC members were expected to engage in the PD process. The effectiveness of the
proposed PD model will be discussed through each of these features, AR as a PD framework,
effective PD components and finally the efficacy of a PLC as a platform for teacher
professional learning.
An Action Research framework for Professional Development
Like the trend in the educational literature, this study adopted an action research approach for
the PD process. Action research can be “the most efficient and effective way to address the
professional development of teachers” (Johnson, 2005, p. 44). In the case of this study, it
provided the best method to explore the teachers’ practice and connect the GCA theory to
their own teaching practice, encouraging the teachers to become active learners and critically
reflective practitioners. As such, the findings of this study helped explore the extent to which
action research is an effective approach to teacher professional development. Given both
Jenna and Sarah’s increased capacity to effectively implement GCAs, this research would
advocate the use of Action Research as a form of PD and a way to assist teachers to
implement games-based pedagogy into their teaching practice, to improve student
achievement. Furthermore, this study finds that an effective Professional Learning
Community can serve as an effective platform for AR to support teachers to collaborate,
share practice, exchange knowledge and understanding, and learn from each other as part of
the AR process. However, the findings suggest the learning culture within the school
community has a direct impact on the effectiveness of the AR and PLC thus, the PD
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initiative.
A personalised approach to Professional Development
Just as teachers need to differentiate their teaching and learning to address the varying needs
of their students, PD initiatives need to be personalised to accommodate the varying needs of
teachers (Timperley, Wilson, Barrar & Fung, 2007). The findings of this study showed how
the AR process allowed the PD to be tailored to the individual needs of the teachers, which
proved to be vital in supporting them to transform their pedagogy and effectively implement
GCAs. The disparity in teaching experience and a difference in knowledge and understanding
between the teachers meant that their needs were quite different when learning to implement
GCAs. Thus, the PD had to be differentiated and personalised to accommodate the teachers’
individual needs. As the PD progressed, the teachers’ needs changed, where the AR process
informed the PD so provisions could be made to accommodate these needs.

A needs-assessment for Professional Development
The planning phase of the AR involved the teachers and the researcher establishing a plan for
the PD and working out ways that the PD might best support implementing GCAs. Unlike
more traditional forms of PD that offer a ‘one-off’, ‘one-size fits all’ approach, this included
an initial needs assessment that identified the teachers beginning knowledge and
understanding of GCAs as a baseline for their learning and a starting point for the PD. Given
the teachers’ limited prior experience and knowledge of GCAs and inability to see what it
was they needed to support their implementation of GCAs, this initial needs-assessment
proved crucial in identifying the individual needs of each teacher and a starting point for the
PD. Subsequently, the research had to take a lead of the PD and direct the teachers learning.
As the PD progressed, the teachers’ needs changed and became more refined and
individualised. The continuous nature of the AR process permitted an ongoing assessment of
the teachers’ needs, informing the PD process where the provision of PD was tailored and
personalised to address the teachers’ individual needs and facilitate their learning.

Acting and observing
The findings in the ‘Acting’ and ‘Observing’ AR phases, during the implementation phase of
the PD, revealed that despite having planned their GCA lessons, the teacher required further
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support translating the theory into practice. The findings in this implementation phase further
revealed the disparity between the teachers, where Sarah, the less experienced teacher,
required additional support, particularly with her management of situated learning tasks, such
as questioning and modifying games. The situated and sustained support from the researcher,
and the ongoing assessment of the teachers’ needs as part of the AR process, allowed the
researcher to respond accordingly and refine the PD to accommodate the teachers’ needs. For
example, the researcher was able to design a range of questioning scaffolds (see Appendix
22) to assist Sarah with their questioning strategies.

Reflective practice
The reflection phase of the AR process encouraged the teachers and the researcher to reflect
on the effects of the teachers GCA implementation and the effects of the PD model for
further planning and informed action. Jenna and Sarah were encouraged to critically reflect
on their GCA implementation using the PTRA and used this reflection, along with the
researcher’s feedback to inform the planning and implementation of the next lesson. It is
claimed that critical reflection can promote professional learning and facilitate change to
teaching practice (Attard & Armour, 2006), enabling teachers to better understand and
improve their practice (Grimmett, Mackinnon, Erickson & Riecken, 1990; Liston &
Zeichner, 1990; Mayes, 2001; Shulman, 1992; Zeichner, 1994). The findings of this study
give weight to these claims, where the teachers’ reflective practice coupled with the
researcher’s feedback, was identified to be facilitating agent in the PD process. The findings
show that the teachers greatly valued the feedback provided in this reflection phase and used
it to plan subsequent lessons in the next PD cycle. Guskey (2002) suggests, “if the use of new
practices is to be sustained and changes are to endure, the individuals involved need to
receive regular feedback on the effects of their efforts” (p.387). The findings of this study
reinforce this since reflecting on their practice allowed them to identify some valued
outcomes for their students; along with the positive feedback received from their students in
response to the GCA lesson, this proved to be a facilitating agent in the PD process. These
findings are in line with Guskey’s (1986) model of teacher change, where he proposes that
teachers need to gain evidence of improvements in students learning if they are to change
their attitudes and beliefs and teaching practice.
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Similarly, Timperley (2008) suggests “Professional learning experiences that focus on the
links between particular teaching activities and valued student outcomes are associated with
positive impacts on those outcomes (P.8). Critically reflecting on the teachers’ lessons
enabled areas of strength and areas that required further improvement and support to be
identified. This, in turn, informed the next cycle of planning, in order to provide the support
needed to build the teachers capacity to implement GCAs, further personalising and
individualising the PD process. As the teachers’ knowledge and understanding of GCAs
grew, their reflections became more refined, and the areas to improve practice became more
specific.
Furthermore, this study support suggestions made by Makopoulou and Armour (2011) that,
“further improvement in teaching quality requires a more “personalised and tailored approach
to CPD” (pg. 586) and those charged with CPD provision “need to ground CPD design and
implementation in a thorough analysis of individuals’ teachers’ needs and their learning
dispositions at any given time” (pg. 586). The AR process, as part of this study enabled it to
be personalised and tailored to the GCA-PD. By carrying out their individual action research
allowed the teachers to play a key role in changing their teaching practice to benefit their
students’ learning; they became of their own practice and their students learning. As such, the
findings of this study would support AR as a PD process. Armour and Yelling (2007) suggest
that PE teachers need to set their own PD agenda, based on their collaborative assessment of
their pupils’ learning needs. However, the findings of this study suggest that an assessment of
the teacher’s own needs is vital in designing PD to effectively support them in achieving
positive change in order to address their students learning needs. Likewise, Patton and Parker
(2014) support this suggestion reinforcing the importance of addressing teachers needs in PE
PD before teachers can focus on other outcomes such as student learning. Moreover, Armour
and Yelling (2007) identify the simultaneous role PD providers play in “being leaders
(providing expert input, helping teachers to work together) and followers (supporting the
specific learning needs of PLCs as identified by them” (p.195). Given the teachers evolving
needs, the notion of sustained support and follow-up is also reinforced here.
These findings have implications for PD providers, who must take into consideration this
assessment of teacher needs when designing and delivering PD provisions. They also have
implications for the AR process, whereby the initial planning phase needs to set the
foundations for the study. As such, more time might need to be spent in this initial planning
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phase. Moreover, the individualised nature of this PD might suggest that there are multiple
cycles of AR going on at the same time, to account for the disparity of needs between the
teachers. The level of support in each phase of the PD process might be different depending
on the teachers’ needs. These findings call for an ongoing assessment of teachers needs and a
flexible model of PD, whereby the PD provider responds to the evolving needs of the
teachers. These findings also recognise the personal nature of PD provision. In this case, the
PLC was small and catering for the individual needs was easily addressed by the researcher.
However, this would be more difficult on a larger scale, where the needs are more diverse
and varied. There must be flexibility from the PD provider.
Establishing an effective Professional Learning Community
Hawley and Rollie (2007) define Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) as communities
committed to student learning and matters of teaching and learning. Research supports that
effective PLCs can foster teacher learning, instructional improvement and higher student
achievement (Borko, 2004), where schools are seen as appropriate and desirable contexts for
teachers’ professional learning (Kwakman, 2003; Stoll & Louis, 2007). Given this research,
establishing an effective PLC was central to the PD model proposed in this study and
provided the platform for the AR to be conducted. Guided by the research of Stoll et al.
(2006), the five key features of a PLC, ‘shared values and vision’, ‘collective responsibility’,
‘reflective professional inquiry’, ‘collaboration’, where ‘group, as well as individual, learning
is promoted’ were considered essential when establishing a PLC as part of this study.
Accordingly, the PD process was then designed to provide a learning environment with all
necessary characteristics required to support and sustain an effective PLC, for example, an
authentic context, authentic activities, opportunity for collaboration, guided practice,
scaffolding and opportunity for reflection.
The findings of this study show how conducting an effective PLC in this educational context
was problematic, revealing the difficulties and challenges in establishing and sustaining a
PLC as part of the PD process. The greatest challenges to PLCs in this educational setting
included buy-in, accountability and time. Similarly, East (2015) in her study of PLCs in lowperforming schools in West Virginia, reports time as the greatest barrier to PLCs. Drawing
parallels with this study, additional barriers identified by East (2015) included accountability
and negative attitudes/negative response to change. For Jenna and Sarah, the PD as part of
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this study was effective in supporting them to facilitate change to their practice; they were
actively engaged in the PLC and motivated by the potential to improve student outcomes as
part of the PD process.
Conversely, Barry and Fred, were less willing to be engaged in the PD process, disengaged
from the PLC and withdrew from the study without making any change to their teaching
practice. Barry and Fred’s disengagement with the PLC gave rise to two separate
communities, where the continued engagement of Sarah and Jenna caused ongoing dissent
and a divide within the faculty that impeded the PD process and the teachers’ learning. These
findings raise questions regarding the theoretical base for which the PD model was grounded,
questioning the efficacy of PLCs to support learning in this context. Through this discussion,
consideration is given as to whether PLCs are in fact, an effective mechanism for learning in
this setting and thus a realistic expectation for professional learning in school contexts. The
findings of this study suggest further research is required around establishing and sustaining
effective PLCs, where it is recommended that PLC research needs to address what happens if
these key elements are not evident or functional in PLCs.

Characteristics of an (in)effective Professional Learning Communities
Those researching and writing about the characteristics of PLCs assume that if the desired
characteristics are present, these communities are ‘effective’ by being much closer to
exemplary PLC practices (Cowan, Fleming, Thompson & Morrisey, 2004). By the same
standard, in the case for Barry and Fred, if the PLC is ineffective or not successful in yielding
change to teaching practice or enhancing outcomes for students, then it could be because
these characteristics were not present or strongly established within the PLC. Snyder, Wenger
and De Sousa Briggs (2003) suggest the effectiveness of a PLC depends on the strength of its
domain and the sense in which members’ identity with the given topic. The topic in the case
being, facilitating change to teaching practice through adopting games-based pedagogy. As
such, examining the capacity in which the teachers identified with this topic and the key
components for establishing and maintaining a successful PLC (see, Stoll et al., 2006),
provides a framework for examining the efficacy of the PLC in this study.
There is little research that reports on unsuccessful or ineffective PLCs. Thus, the findings of
this study, in the case of Barry and Fred may shed some light on why PLCs fail and what to
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do to support or recover PLCs that fail to achieve their desired outcomes or fall short in
facilitating the desired change to practice or enhance student outcomes for all PLCs
members. Analysis of such failings has the potential to inform and strengthen future PD
initiatives using PLCs. The findings of this study suggest that the greatest challenge to PLCs
is getting buy-in from teachers, sharing a vision and time.
Shared values and vision
Given the teachers’ voluntary participation within this study, it was assumed that they all
shared the vision to facilitate change to their teaching practice and were motivated and
committed to engaging in the PLC and the PD process. However, the findings of this study
show that this was not the case. Despite Barry and Fred’s initial willingness and motivation
to participate in the study, it appeared that they did not share in the vision to transform their
teaching practice. Given the teachers’ presiding focus on more traditional instruction, it is
possible that Barry and Fred did not see the value in implementing games-based pedagogy.
Nor did they see the capacity of GCAs to enhance educational outcomes for their students.
The teachers claimed they had limited prior exposure to GCAs, thus did not know what was
expected of them in facilitating change to their teaching practice and implementing GCAs.
The more Barry and Fred learnt about what was expected of them as part of the PD process
and gained a better understanding of the pedagogical requirements for teaching GCAs, the
more they disengaged from the PLC. As such, it is possible that neither teacher identified
with GCAs. They did not identify with need to change their teaching practice to align with
more games-based and constructivist pedagogies. They were happy with the status quo,
teaching the way they always had.
Sarah and Jenna’s ongoing engagement within the PLC demonstrated their commitment to
the PD and the PLC, in their case, the findings showed an improved capacity to implement
GCAs. It was clear that Sarah and Jenna identified with the topic and the associated
components of the PLC, where Jenna and Sarah were motivated by the perceived valuable
outcomes for their students as a result of the GCA lessons, Barry and Fred were not. Sarah
and Jenna perceived engaging in the PLC and the PD process to be “too much work” for
Barry and Fred, or “more work than they were previously used too”, contributing to their
disengagement with the PLC and withdrawal from the study. The findings revealed several
associated problems with the conduct of the PLC. The time demands placed on the teachers
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to engage in collaborative and reflective practice was viewed as a negative aspect of being
part of the PLC by all four teachers. With no head teacher or leadership within the faculty,
there was no accountability for their teaching and learning or their engagement in the PLC.
Consequently, there was no buy-in from Barry and Fred; there was no commitment or
collective responsibility for learning, changing their practice or enhancing the educational
outcomes for their students.
Members of a PLC are encouraged to be involved in the process of developing a shared
vision; that vision is used as a guidepost in decision making about teaching and learning in
the school (Hord, 1997). Similarly, CoPs theory suggests that participation in a CoPs is
voluntary and essentially informal, where the negotiation of the ‘domain of shared interest’ is
the result of a collective process and not determined by an ‘outside mandate’, by prescription,
or by any individual participant (Wenger, 1998). Considering Barry and Fred’s
disengagement with the PLC, it is possible that they perceived the GCA-PD as an ‘outside
mandate’ (Wenger, 1998) prescribed by the researcher or possibly the Principal, or even by
Jenna and Sarah, given their continued engagement in the PD process, rather than viewing
the GCA-PD as a shared pursuit for the benefit of their students. As such, there was limited
buy-in from Barry and Fred. There was even resentment towards the remaining members of
the PLC, resulting in them disengaging from the PLC and withdrawing from the study.

Collegial relationships
Webb, Vulliamy, Sarjac, Hämäläinenc and Poikonenc (2009) suggest that the relationships
and emotions of the teachers are central to the atmosphere and stability of a PLC. Fawcett
(1996) describes relationships between individuals as part of the PLC as caring and supported
by open communication and trust. Similarly, Stoll et al., (2006) identify that mutual trust,
respect and support among staff members are essential components of a PLC. Participating in
the PD and engaging in the PLC as part of this study, affected the relationships between the
teachers within the PLC. The findings exposed underlying issues with the relationships of the
PLC members, where Sarah and Jenna felt unsupported and unable to communicate openly
and freely. Feeling unsupported and the breakdown in collegial relationships impacted on the
learning culture within the faculty and the effectiveness of the PLC. Jenna and Sarah’s
persistence with the PD and participation in the PLC caused division and dissent within the
faculty, resulting in heated arguments and division with two separate communities, those
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willing to engage in the PLC and those not, where Jenna and Sarah felt they could not share
their practice as part of the PLC. It appeared that Barry and Fred resented the level of
commitment and accountability placed on the teachers as a result of the PLC and the presence
of the researcher. Engaging in the PLC caused a breakdown in the relationships within the
faculty. The lack of engagement and leadership from the senior executive, also caused
friction, where the teachers felt unsupported and discouraged. Rather than the PLC
strengthening the bond between Principal and teachers and increasing their commitment to
improvement efforts, the collegial relationships were fractured or perhaps the PLC just
highlighted the limited collegiality within the school and the faculty, and exposed problems
with the learning culture within the school.

Collective responsibility
In effective PLCs, it is expected that all members take collective responsibility for student
learning (Stoll et al., 2006). Collective responsibility helps to sustain commitment, puts peer
pressure and accountability on those who do not do their fair share, and eases isolation
(Newmann & Wehlage, 1995, Stoll et al., 2006). However, the increased level of peer
pressure and accountability as a result of engaging in the PLC in this study, appeared to
contribute to the breakdown of relationships and caused division within the PLC. The
findings show that there was minimal collective responsibility for engaging in the PD or for
student learning. It is hoped that engaging in a PLC strengthens the bond between the
Principal and teachers, increasing their commitment to improvement efforts. However, in the
case of this study, it just exposed underlying issues with the learning culture within the
school and the relationships between the PLC members, particularly with the Senior
Executive. There was no accountability or collective responsibility for engaging in the PLCs.
Structural and cultural components of a PLC
In addition to the five essential characteristics of a PLC outlined by Stoll et al. (2006), Fullan
(2007) identifies a number of structural and cultural components that are critical to the
effectiveness of PLCs. These include “time to meet, physical proximity, interdependent
teaching roles, communication structures, and teacher empowerment and school autonomy”
(p.149), whilst cultural components such “openness to improvement, trust and respect,
cognitive and skill base, supportive leadership, and socialization (of staff)” (p. 149). The
findings of this study reveal a range of structural and cultural difficulties when conducting
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the PLC, impacting on its effectiveness and success. The teachers reported that participating
in the PLC and engaging with the PD activities was a demanding and time-consuming
process, where they often prioritised other commitments over their professional learning.
They perceived time as an ongoing and limiting barrier to their engagement with the PLC and
participation in the PD process. They reported other shortcomings such as timetable
constraints preventing collaborative and reflective practice. On commencement of the study,
there appeared to a culture of team-teaching and sharing practice. However, further
examination showed that this was instead, an opportunity to relieve the other teacher, rather
than interdependent teaching roles. There were little communication and interaction between
the faculty and the executive team, leaving Sarah and Jenna feeling unsupported and isolated
within the school. The community was not robust, the learning culture was not supportive,
and structures were not in place to facilitate learning and maintain the PLC.
Characteristics of effective Professional Development
The eight-core PD components embedded throughout the PD process were derived from a
synthesis of the PD literature reporting the characteristics deemed essential for effective
teacher learning. These included:
1. knowledge building,
2. active learning,
3. coherence,
4. situated,
5. Ongoing support,
6. collaborative practice,
7. capacity building,
8. reflective practice.
The findings of this study reinforce these characteristics as being essential components for
effective PD, supporting and enhancing teacher learning. Although, additional elements
including, leadership and accountability for learning, are also considered essential
components that promote effective learning and need to be considered as essential
components of any PD initiative.

Knowledge building
The PD literature suggests that, in order to build teachers’ capacity, PD initiatives need to
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focus on content and building teacher subject matter content. The findings of this study
would agree with this research, although it would argue that there needs to be a focus on
building pedagogical content knowledge, not just subject matter knowledge. As with Armour,
Makopoulou and Chambers (2012), the teachers limited prior experience and knowledge and
understanding associated with GCAs presented a barrier within the PD process. The teachers’
initial knowledge and understanding of game-based pedagogy were limited to a few basic
features of GCAs, impacting on their ability to identify what they needed in order to support
them through the PD process. The findings exposed gaps in the teachers’ subject matter
content knowledge of games, as well as their pedagogical knowledge associated with gamesbased pedagogy. In particular, the findings show how the teachers struggled to deliver their
planned GCA lesson in practice during the implementation phase. The teachers needed
ongoing support translating the GCA theory into practice. These finding support those of
Rovegno and Bandhauer (1997), showing that possessing appropriate content knowledge is
essential in implementing and supporting change adequately.
Identifying the teachers’ knowledge base as a starting point for PD was an essential building
block in the PD process. Selecting an area, the teachers had established content knowledge,
for example, a sport the teachers were familiar with, as a base for their learning allowed the
researcher to focus more on developing the teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and translating
the theory into practice. In order to build knowledge, the teachers were provided with
resources and demonstration lessons to supplement their knowledge. This was in addition to
the ongoing support and external expertise of the researcher. Unlike the criticism of current
‘homogenous’ approaches to CPD that ‘deliver packages of standardised knowledge’ (Casey,
2012) this model of PD offered a personalised and tailored approach to build the teachers
knowledge. The teachers were actively involved in the PD process through collaboration and
reflection, which proved to be important conditions for knowledge building to occur in the
PLC. As the PD progressed, the teachers’ capacity to effectively implement GCA lessons
increased, suggesting the PD model was effective in building the teachers’ knowledge
associated with GCAs. The previous discussion in this chapter has advocated for the
simultaneous development of both content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge, giving the
teachers context for their learning and supporting their application and translation of the
theory into practice. The findings here reinforce the need for PD initiatives to ensure a deep
understanding of pedagogical content knowledge, to support and sustain the teachers’
implementation of the pedagogy and to ensure the transfer of this knowledge to a different
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sport or activity area. Similar conclusions are drawn by Coulter and Woods (2015), who
argue that PE-PD should focus on depth of content and pedagogical content knowledge rather
than breadth.

Capacity building
In this study, the conception of success was depicted in the teachers’ increased capacity to
implement GCAs effectively. The findings showed that as the PD progressed, the teachers’
capacity to implement GCAs effectively increased, suggesting that the PD process was
effective in building teacher capacity. The PD literature suggests that in order to build teacher
capacity, teachers need to start viewing themselves as learners (Armour 2010; Makopoulou &
Armour 2011a, 2011b, Patton & Parker, 2014, Patton, Parker & Pratt, 2013). However,
transforming teachers from passive to active, independent learners is challenging and requires
a lot of ‘capacity building’ work (Tripp, 2004). The collaborative and hands-on nature of the
PD process helped to transform the teachers into active learners. The ongoing process of
planning, acting, observing and reflecting made the teachers part of the learning process. As
the PD progressed and the teachers’ knowledge and understanding of GCAs grew, they were
better able to identify what they needed to support their implementation of GCAs and refine
their teaching practice. The teachers needed a deeper knowledge and understanding of GCAs
and games, for their capacity to be built. As such, the role of prior knowledge and the active
and social nature of learning can be associated with teacher capacity building. Given these
findings, it is possible to suggest that the PD model posited in this study had the ability to
build teacher capacity. As such, this study would advocate that both AR and establishing an
effective PLC plays a critical role in building teacher capacity. These findings support Stoll et
al. (2006) and advocate PLCs as being appropriate platforms for building teacher capacity
and sustain teacher improvement.
In their work with PLCs, Stoll et al. (2006) suggest that capacity is a “complex blend of
motivation, skill, positive learning, organisational conditions and culture, and infrastructure
of support” (p.221). This study would support this suggestion, reinforcing that the
professional learning culture and infrastructure support within the whole school community
needs to be in place and provide strong leadership, if teacher capacity is to be built and
change sustained. Despite the teachers’ capacity to implement GCAs being built as a result of
the PD process, the extent to which the teachers were empowered by the process and had
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complete autonomy or control and initiation over their learning could have been further
developed. This autonomy might have been possible with more prolonged engagement in the
PD, and a more supportive teaching and learning culture with strong leadership within the
faculty and wider school community. Despite Sarah’s limited teaching experience and
temporary position within the faculty, she emerged as a leader in the PD process, driving the
teachers learning forward. The PD process had built her confidence and capacity to lead their
professional learning. However, her capacity in this role was limited. There needed to be
greater leadership and support from within the faculty and whole school community. As such,
PD initiatives need to focus on this learning culture in schools, to increase leadership for
learning and empower teachers to take control and initiation of their learning.

Situated and active learning
True to the constructs of situated and constructivist learning theories, and consistent with the
notions of AR and ‘teaching and inquiry’, the findings of this study showed that the teachers
greatly valued the contextualised and personalised nature of the PD, crediting the ‘hands on’
and guided ‘step by step’ nature of the PD as key facilitators in their learning. The teachers
felt their learning was more successful when working directly with the researcher in their
own working environment. Cochran et al. (1993) draw similar conclusions in their study,
stating “live teaching permits the direct interaction that shows ideas in use and opens the way
to negotiating paths of understanding” (p. 267). In support of this, Coulter and Woods (2012)
argue that PE-PDP facilitators need to be onsite to experience and understand the learning
culture teachers are part of, in order to be able to suggest ways to facilitate change. Due to the
situated nature of the PD, the researcher was able to embed herself within the social context
and the PD process, becoming part of the ‘team’ and getting to know the teachers, their needs
and their strengths. Being embedded in the school context and the research process allowed
the PD to be tailored individually for each of the teachers and personalised support to be
provided. The PD offered was more authentic, since it was using the teachers’ own classes
and teaching environment. The research was also able to identify first-hand the barriers to
learning and work with the teachers to overcome them.
The findings of this study suggest that GCA-PD needs to take place within the teachers’
context of learning. The strength of the PD process in this study was that the learning was
embedded into the teachers learning environment, the PD provider was situated within the
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school and all PD activities took place within the teachers’ school and were integrated into
their practice, using their students and resources. Being situated within the school allowed the
researcher to gain an understanding of the individual teachers, their backgrounds, their needs
and the environment they were learning and teaching in. It allowed the teachers to apply what
was being taught to their lessons and even watch the researcher deliver the lesson with their
own classes. The teachers were guided through their planning, implementation, assessment
and reflection. The findings reported that teachers felt their learning was more successful
when working directly with the researcher in their own working environment. It made the
learning relevant, meaningful, applicable and transferable.
As Cole (2004) states, the most authentic place for teacher learning is the school, arguing
“professional learning is enhanced when the learning takes place in context and improves
one’s micro and specific teaching skills rather than one’s generic teaching skills” (p. 7). The
situated nature of the PD allowed the researcher to continuously reassess the teachers’ needs
and personalise the PD accordingly. It also allowed the researcher to experience the
environment the teachers were learning in and identify the culture for learning within the
faculty and wider school context. The situated nature of the PD in this study also provided a
means to support the teachers with the barriers they identified to their professional learning.
Having the researcher available at the school provided a source of support and reference, it
also provided a level of accountability that was missing within the faculty. These findings
also draw parallels with the CPD research highlighting the importance of teachers being
given the opportunity for ‘active learning’ (See Garet et al., 2001; Desimone, 2009 & Armour
& Yelling, 2004). The PD presented was relevant and applicable to the teachers and their
students. It gave them specific ideas and practices to use in their context with their students.
It allowed for the confinements and restrictions of their teaching and learning context.
This proposed PD is very different from the one-day, off-site PD, which presents minimal
follow up to support participants to integrate their learning into practice, that is typically
offered to teachers. Cochran et al. (1993) draw similar conclusions in their study, stating “live
teaching permits the direct interaction that shows ideas in use and opens the way to
negotiating paths of understanding” (p. 267). In support of this, Coulter and Woods (2012)
argue that PE-PDP facilitators need to be onsite to experience and understand the learning
culture teachers are part of, in order to be able to suggest ways to facilitate change. As such,
this study argues that if GCA-PD is to be effective in supporting teachers to implement
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GCAs, then professional learning activities need to take place in the teachers’ context, the PD
process needs to be embedded into the teachers teaching and learning environment and
integrated into their teaching practice.

Collaborative practice
Collaborative practice was an essential component of the PD model, along with being a key
feature in establishing an effective PLC. As with the findings from the literature (see Borko,
2004; Desimone, 2003; Desimone, 2009, Sjoer & Meirink, 2016), both Jenna and Sarah
valued the collaborative nature of the PD, particularly with the researcher, viewing it as a
facilitator in the PD process. However, finding time to collaborate, particularly in the
planning phase proved difficult. The pressure to collaboratively plan and share responsibility
for developing the unit of work and subsequent lesson plans added to the teachers’ time
demands and already overburdened schedules, to such an extent, it caused Fred and Barry to
withdraw from the study. In the context of primary PE, Duncombe and Armour (2005)
argued that collaborative professional learning might not be effective, given most teachers are
not knowledgeable enough about the subject to share learning with professional colleagues,
even after specialist input. Similar conclusions could be drawn here with Barry and Fred,
since they had very little knowledge and understanding of GCAs, possibly impacting on their
capacity and willingness to collaborate with the PLC.
Moreover, the findings disputed the teachers’ prioritisation of time, questioning the value
they placed on this collaborative practice and the PD. As such, it is argued that time for
collaboration and reflection needs to be prioritised if teacher learning is to be supported; the
teaching and learning culture within the school needs to promote a collaborative culture of
teamwork, allowing time for collaborative and shared practice. Although at an individual
level, teachers need to be motivated and take responsibility and initiative to engage in
collaborative practice with their colleagues. As with the findings from Armour and Yelling
(2004), teachers must be given the opportunity to exchange knowledge and experience,
sharing ideas and practices with fellow professional, reinforcing the need for the teaching and
learning culture within the school to value this sort of professional practice and learning. As
such, the findings of this study reinforce those of Nash (2009) advocating that collaboration,
and collective participation are critical features for teacher learning. Teachers need to see the
value in this collaborative practice to support their learning and improve their practice.
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The findings of this study would also suggest that collaboration with an external body,
someone or a group of people with external expertise was particularly beneficial in
supporting teacher learning. The researcher provided this external expertise in this study.
However, this external expertise could be linked with other schools who have expertise in a
given area, or similar to the researcher in this study, it could be to Universities. These
external experts need to be closely linked to the PLCs, sharing practice and invested in the
teachers learning and the learning culture within the school.
Reflective practice
As previously discussed, when exploring the AR framework, reflective practice is essential in
improving teaching practice and needs to be a core feature of any PD initiative in schools.
The findings of this study show how reflection on practice allowed the teachers to see
benefits for their students, motivating them to persist with the PD process. It also helped
identify areas of need to redirect and tailor the PD to refine the teachers’ practice. Reflective
practice ensured the teachers were actively engaged in their learning, although they needed
considerable guidance in the beginning from the researcher. Like the barriers with
collaborative practice, the teachers often cited time as a barrier to reflective practice,
preventing them from filling in the reflection sheet after the lesson. Often the researcher’s
feedback was used to guide the teachers’ reflection and inform the planning for the next
phase.
As Brown (2011) suggests, reflective practice needs to be done in an informed way, the
teachers needed structure and guidance for their reflection, particularly given their limited
initial knowledge and understanding of GCAs. The teachers needed to be taught how to
reflect on their GCA lessons. The PTRA provided for reflection offered some structure.
However, the researcher found providing the teachers with feedback and the observational
analysis using the benchmark elements helped better guide their reflection and provided a
clearer structure for the feedback and planning sessions. As highlighted when considering
collaborative practice, the findings of this study reinforce the need for reflective practice to
prioritised. If teachers are to improve their practice, time is needed to reflect on their practice,
their lessons and their units of work. Reflection needs to be built into the teachers’ busy
schedules. This study would also advocate for the reflection to be a collaborative process, so
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the teachers can share their practise, discuss strengths and weaknesses, in order to inform
future practice.

Ongoing support
Despite the consensus that PD should be continuous and ongoing, involving follow-up and
support for further learning (Armour & Yelling, 2004), little is known about the optimal
duration of PD initiatives. Desimone (2009) presents a guide of 20 hours or activities spread
over a semester, whilst Garet et al. (2001) suggests there needs to be adequate time to allow
for discussion about practice and opportunities to try out new approaches with opportunity
for feedback on the practice. Given this research the PD as part of this study, engaged the
teachers in a continuous process of planning, implementing and reflecting, where the
researcher was able to provide ongoing support and assistance to the teachers when they
needed it, for the duration of the unit. The continuous and contextualised nature of the PD
process permitted the PD to be continuously adjusted, to address the developing needs of the
teachers. This flexibility and tailored approach proved to be beneficial in supporting the
teachers learning and building their capacity to implement GCAs effectively. However,
finding time to engage in the PD process was difficult, where personal and other work
demands were often prioritised over the PD activities. The teachers often presented time as a
barrier preventing them from engaging in the PD process. They found the PD process and
teaching using games-based pedagogy to be a lengthy and time-demanding process, or
perhaps, more work than they were used to. Consequently, the initially anticipated 10-week
unit of work was shortened, with lessons lost to other school activities that were considered a
priority. This shorter time-frame impacted on the PD process and the teachers’ learning.
The PD demanded great flexibility of the researcher and the researcher’s time, where the
researcher needed to be able to organise the PD around the teachers’ time demands and
availability. More time was needed for collaboration, particularly in the planning and
reflection phase. As such, the findings of this study would advise that if the PD was to
penetrate practice, then the support of the researcher needed to be prolonged, and the PD
needed to be extended, covering another teaching unit and activity area. The PD process
needed to be sustained over a greater time period. As many others have suggested before,
change is a demanding and length process. Much of the PD literature acknowledges that
teachers need to be ‘lifelong learners’, ‘continuously learning’ and engage in continuous and
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effective professional learning throughout all stages of their careers (Day, 2002; Desimone,
2009, Patton, Parker & Pratt, 2013). If PD is to be valued and teachers are going to be
empowered as lifelong learners, and if a change to teaching practice is to be sustained, PD
needs to be embedded into the daily work of teachers. Time needs to be prioritised for PD
and to make this work. The PD needs to fit into the teachers working schedules, perhaps time
for collaborative practice, sharing practice or observing best practice, along with reflection
needs to be built into the teachers’ timetables and given priority alongside other teaching
demands and priorities.
Coherence
Despite games-based pedagogy being mandated in curriculum directives, mostly due to its
potential to enhance quality outcomes in Physical Education; the extent to which it aligned to
the teachers’ knowledge and beliefs about teaching and learning, or more specifically, how
best to achieve outcomes in PE, was questioned within this study. The teachers volunteered
to participate in this study, where it was presumed that they shared the goal to transform their
teaching practice through the adoption of GCAs. However, early on in the study, it was clear
that the teachers limited exposure to GCAs, and subsequent limited knowledge and
understanding of games-based pedagogy meant that they did not understand what was
required to teach using games-based pedagogy or what was expected of them as learners in
the PD process. Once the teachers were provided with the opportunity to observe some
demonstration lessons and engage in a needs-assessment, it was clear that the prevailing
pedagogy within the faculty, and the long-standing beliefs about teaching and learning in PE,
were in juxtaposition with that of games-based pedagogy. As such, there was little coherence
between the PD and the proposed pedagogy, and the beliefs and knowledge of the teachers,
particularly those of Barry and Fred. Guided by the recommendations of Armours and
Yelling (2004, 2007), the researcher tried to achieve greater coherence by providing relevant
and applicable PD activities, with ideas and practices they could use in their teaching context.
The relevant and applicable PD activities appeared to engage Jenna and Sarah, where they
identified a range of valued outcomes for their students when being taught using games-based
pedagogy. As such, it is possible to see that there was greater coherence with Jenna and
Sarah’s teaching and learning goals. For Barry and Fred, it is possible to suggest that the
proposed games-based pedagogy presented too great a shift in knowledge and beliefs for
them to engage in the PD process. Moreover, the demands placed on the teachers to
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collaborative plan their lessons and observe and reflect on their practice appeared to be
beyond what they could commit to as part of their work schedule.
The findings of this study would argue that coherence needs to be a core feature of PD
initiatives. The limited coherence presented in this study had implications for the PD process,
impeding the teachers learning. Thus, it is suggested that there needs to be greater alignment
between the teachers’ knowledge and beliefs, their learning goals and what PD is offered.
Teachers need to be responsible for ensuring their practice reflects the needs of their students,
along with syllabus requirements, state directives and national standards. A needs-assessment
is essential in identifying any inconsistencies between teachers’ knowledge and beliefs and
the proposed learning, and PD initiatives need to work out how to address these
inconsistencies. Consideration needs to be given to how PD initiatives achieve buy-in from
the teachers, so they are invested in the PD process and committed to change.
Accountability for Professional Learning
The study findings express concern regarding the limited accountability placed on the teachers
for both the quality of their teaching and improvements in their teaching practice. It is argued
that there needs to be an increased level of accountability placed on teachers for their ongoing
professional development. This study suggests that accountability for professional
development needs to be the responsibility of the teachers, both individually and collectively
within the faculty, with school leaders and education authorities providing resources and
structures to support a learning and development culture in schools.
Ramsey’s (2000) review of teacher education reported similar concerns surrounding the limited
accountability placed on teachers in NSW to meet the minimum competency requirements set
by employers, suggesting self-regulation is not a feature of the teaching profession in NSW. In
his report, Ramsey (2000) suggests that professional growth is a matter of individual
responsibility. Echoing Ramsey’s (2000) comments, the NSW Education Standards Authority
(NESA) (2020) state it is the responsibility of the individual teacher to ensure they continue to
hold active accreditation with NESA to remain employed. In NSW, NESA ensures all teachers
are accredited at the proficient teacher level and maintain that accreditation throughout their
careers. To be accredited at a proficient level, teachers must demonstrate that their practice
meets ‘The Standards’ at the ‘proficient’ level and undertake applicable professional
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development requirements. For example, as part of the ‘Professional engagement’ standard,
teachers are expected to “identify and plan professional learning needs, engage in professional
learning and improved practice, engage with colleagues and improve practice and apply
professional learning and improve student learning” (NESA, 2018, p.18). Teachers need to
complete a minimum of 100 hours of PD during each maintenance period. These NESA
requirements suggest that engaging in professional development as part of this study should be
the responsibility and obligation of the individual teacher since they must engage in
professional learning to improve teaching practice.
Despite the mandated accreditation process placing greater responsibility on the teacher for
their professional engagement and learning, this increased level of accountability did not
appear to motivate the teachers’ participation in the PD as part of this study. The responsibility
for teacher professional development appeared to lie with the individual teacher, possibly due
to the absence of a leader within the faculty. Subsequently, there was an evident lack of
accountability within the faculty, both individually and collectively. There appeared to be no
individual responsibility or collective expectations for the teachers’ professional practice or
professional learning. Similarly, there was no inter-faculty accountability, intra-faculty
accountability or self-accountability for teacher learning and teaching practice. For instance,
the PDHPE teachers had no formal practical teaching and learning programs or assessments
for their classes. In addition, the teachers had no one checking over or evaluating their teaching
programs or lessons to assess their quality.
This lack of teacher accountability proved to be a significant constraint in forging a
Professional Learning Community (PLC), delivering the PD program and implementing GCAs
into teaching practice. For example, the teachers did not collaboratively plan the GCA units of
work as part of the planning phase of the PD process, despite allocating time during their
faculty time on the staff development day. There was no accountability for completing the
required GCA unit plans, and as a result, Sarah was left to attempt the unit alone. Similar
findings were observed with the lesson evaluations; Sarah and Jenna needed constant
reminding to complete their reflections and often failed to do this in time for planning the next
lesson, meaning they did not gain the benefits of the evaluations informing subsequent practice.
Additionally, the two withdrawing teacher participants were allowed to disengage with the
PLC and the PD process without any question or challenge from the school Principal, the
liaising Deputy or the other two remaining teacher participants.
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Leadership for Learning
Randi and Zeichner (2004) argue it is not the responsibility of one person alone to lead and
manage teacher professional learning; all team members have a role to play and need to
contribute. Similarly, Cole (2004) suggests that it is the leadership team’s responsibility to
make teachers accountable for their behaviours and establish processes to promote a positive
learning culture. Research tells us of the importance of school leadership for improving
teaching and learning environments in schools (Cole, 2004; Helsing & Lemons, 2014,
Vanblaere & Devos, 2016). There are clear links between the level of accountability placed
on the teachers, both for the quality of their teaching practice and their professional learning,
and the level of leadership within the faculty and the school. Notable concerns were
expressed of the lack of leadership within the PDHPE faculty, contributing to the limited
accountability placed on teachers for their professional learning. The findings of this study
show that a high degree of leadership was not present within this setting, explaining the
privation of a strong professional learning culture within the PDHPE Faculty and even the
school. The teachers reported that they did not feel supported in their learning, and there were
evident implications for interaction and support between the staff. The faculty had been
without a Head Teacher PDHPE for the past two years because of the last Head Teacher
leaving suddenly. Subsequently, their leadership had been scattered. The PDHPE faculty had
been adjoined to several different faculties over the last two years and were currently
assigned to the Deputy Head Teacher. Furthermore, the faculty’s relationship with the school
executive body appeared fractured, and communication was poor.
There was no evident leadership for teacher professional learning in the PDHPE faculty in
this study. The teachers did not appear to be answerable to anyone for their current practice
or withdrawal from the study; there were no accountability measures in place. These findings
raise the question of who was responsible for the teacher’s professional practice and their
professional learning in this context. Having no Head Teacher for PDHPE had a significant
impact on the teachers’ professional development support. The introduction of ‘The
Standards’ and the teacher accreditation process possibly made the teachers unfairly
accountable for barriers to their learning beyond their control. There needed to be a more
coherent accountability system within the school, with clear accountability measures.
Processes were needed that reflected the whole-school professional learning plan and
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encouraged the teachers to hold themselves and each other to account for their professional
practice.

Professional learning culture
A school’s professional learning culture is often considered a feature of school leadership
(Cole, 2004; Helsing & Lemons, 2014; Scarino & Liddicoat, 2009). The Australian Charter
for the Professional Learning of Teachers and School leaders (The Charter) (AITSL, 2012)
suggests that a high-quality professional learning culture is the collective responsibility of
teachers and school leaders, along with system leaders and policy-makers. Establishing a
strong professional learning culture requires a high degree of leadership support for teacher
learning and risk-taking, where there is a high degree of staff interaction and trust (AITSL,
2012; Cole, 2004). The Charter advocates that to change professional practice to improve
students’ learning, engagement, and wellbeing, system leaders and policy-makers need to
enable and support a learning and development culture in schools (AITSL, 2012). In addition,
school leaders need to engage in and model learning and lead a school’s learning culture
(AITSL, 2012). The Charter highlights the critical role school leadership teams and education
authorities such as AITSL and NESA play in supporting the professional learning culture in
schools.
The findings acknowledge that teachers need to take responsibility for their professional
learning and actively engage in professional development to build their capacity and that of
others (AITSL, 2012). This study proposes that there needs to be a high degree of leadership
support for teachers to engage in continuous and ongoing professional learning (AITSL, 2012).
Additionally, leaders both at the school level and at the system and policy-maker level need to
provide recognition, endorsement and even incentive for evidence of Professional
Development. As such, the findings of this study emphasise the role of the school leadership
team, along with NESA and AITSL, in supporting the teachers in their professional
engagement and ensuring they are provided with structures and resources to meet these
professional learning demands.
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Teacher Agency
Priestly, Biesta and Robinson (2015) describe ‘agency’ as “the interplay of individuals’
capacities and environmental conditions” (p.3), emphasising the interaction of teacher agency
within the cultural and social and material structures of the school (Priestly, 2010). Maclean et
al. (2015) suggest individual agency can be constrained or enabled, where teacher agency is
dependent on teachers’ prior experiences, knowledge, and motivation (Priestly, Biesta &
Robinson, 2015). In the case of this study, all four teachers’ prior experiences, knowledge, and
motivation affected their agency and capacity to enact and sustain change. However, in the
case of Jenna and Sarah, the PD initiative was successful in building their capacity and enabling
teacher agency. Although, many components of the school culture and structure constrained
teacher agency. These findings draw many similarities with Maclean et al. (2015), suggesting
that teacher agency combined with school culture and structures are crucial factors influencing
teacher capacity to enact change. As such, supporting Priestly, Biesta and Robinsons (2015)
suggestions, this study argues that the ‘ecologies’ within teachers work are crucial in
supporting and facilitating change. PD initiatives need to enhance teacher agency. However,
these initiatives must focus beyond individual capacities, focusing on the factors and
dimensions that shape the teachers’ ecologies (Priestly, Biesta & Robinsons, 2015). In the case
of this study, this means providing structures and resources for professional development,
enabling time for professional learning, opportunities to share practice and collaborate and
promote reflective practice.
An emerging leader
Interestingly, in the absence of a formal or appointed leader in the PDHPE faculty, Sarah
presented herself as an emerging ‘leading agent’ and took on the responsibility of driving the
PD forward and leading the PD process. The researcher notes this observation in her reflection,
saying, “I guess my main reflections again are that Sarah is the driving force”. (Researcher
reflection journal, 1st May 2014). Sarah was responsible for completing the units of work and
lesson plans, as well as communicating with the researcher.
Similarly, the researcher assumed a leadership role, providing a level of accountability during
the PD process and a catalyst for change for the teachers learning. It could be that this increased
level of accountability presented by Sarah, and the researcher encouraged Jenna to continue
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with the PD process and persevere with the implementation of GCAs. Equally, this may have
contributed to the withdrawal of the two other teacher participants.
In this study, the researcher acted as a leader alongside Sarah who emerged as a ‘leading agent’
within the PLC. These leadership roles proved to be crucial in encouraging and supporting the
teachers to engage in professional learning and holding them accountable for their learning and
professional practice. The teachers explained that they were held accountable for ‘getting
things done’ (Jenna, Teacher interview, 18 June 2014), making them focus on their planning
and evaluation. The teachers commented, “We have to do it - there’s an expectation” (Jenna,
Teacher interview, 18 June 2014). Similarly, Cole (2004) argues, “school leaders need to take
more responsibility for establishing a professional learning culture within the school” (p.9).
These findings can be linked to the infrastructure and support offered in PLCs. Wenger (2000)
suggests it is necessary to have “a core of participants whose passion for the topic energises
the community and who provide intellectual and social leadership” (p. 141).
In the same way, this study advocates that GCA-PD offers the same infrastructure and support,
identifying leadership to promote learning. Wenger (2000) identifies positions for ‘knowledge
managers’ and ‘thought leaders’ in the infrastructure of PLCs, whose role is to facilitate the
learning process. In the same way, this study advocates the need for a leader within PLCs and
links to an ‘expert’ body, universities and PD providers.
Despite the research suggesting that it is the role of school leaders to establish a professional
learning culture within the school, this study suggests that the professional learning culture of
a school is a shared responsibility, not one that falls solely upon the leadership team. It
recommends that schools need to be viewed as PLCs, establishing professional learning teams
within schools, encouraging teachers to work collaboratively within their faculties and wider
school groups. Furthermore, it suggests, professional learning needs to be embedded into the
daily roles of teachers and considered as continual growth within the profession.

Limitations of the study
There are a number of limitations observed in this study that the researcher did not or could
not control. Acknowledging these limitations is essential to not inappropriately to affect the
findings and to inform any conclusions that can be drawn from the research. Despite
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acknowledging the capacity of GCAs to enhance educational outcomes for students, it is
important to note; this study does not address student learning or the change in the students’
learning outcomes as a result of being taught using game-centred pedagogy. Exploring
student learning as a result of GCAs is an area recommended for future research. However,
this study does examine the influence of the students’ response to being taught using GCAs
on the teachers’ implementation of game centred pedagogy. Furthermore, this study may
provide insight supporting the move towards more effective PD, particularly in the context of
PE and implementing GCAs.
The limitations of this study include:
•

Generalisation of the results

•

Teacher participant withdrawal

•

Researcher bias/objectivity

•

Change in student learning was not measured as evidence of Professional
Development (PD) efficacy (Links to improved student learning is made but not
measured)

•

Short term basis for Continual Professional Development (CPD)

Generalisation of results
The participants in this study were limited to four in-service teacher participants within one
PDHPE faculty. The PDHPE faculty was within a selected school in the Sydney North Shore
region in the state of NSW. The Professional Development, by its nature was personalised
and individualised to the needs of these four teachers. The individualised nature of the PD
was a specific case study, it was naturalistic in its nature and context specific and as such, it
may be argued that the findings from this study can only be generalised to the four in-service
teachers and may not be reflective of other PLCs, faculties or schools. It is acknowledged that
it would be problematic to generalise the findings of this study more widely and to control for
additional professional learning opportunities. However, the purpose of this study is to ensure
that the research and PD model identified was contextualised. The merits of case study
research are discussed in the methodology chapter, where it is argued that case studies can
indeed have a generalising effect (see Stake, 2000). Furthermore, the details provided in
reporting this study make it possible to replicate and allow readers to consider the results in
relation to their own situations (Gay & Airasian, 2000).
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Teacher participant withdrawal
Additionally, it may be suggested that the research is further limited as a result of the two
teacher participants withdrawing from the study in the first two phases of research, leaving
only two remaining teacher participants. All teachers had the right to withdraw their
participation and or their data from the study at any time and without giving any reason.
Despite the teachers withdrawing their participation from the study, they were happy for the
data already collected to be used within the study. As such, this data collected from the two
teachers during their participation provided sufficient data for analysis, where their actions
have contributed to the research findings. The withdrawal of these two teachers provided
insights into the efficacy and sustainability of PLCs in educational contexts and why learning
may not happen as a result of PD activity.
Researcher bias/objectivity
The researcher was fully engaged with the teacher participants who were being observed. As
Angrosino (2007, cited in Creswell, 2013) suggests, this helps establish a greater rapport with
the people being observed. However, it also causes concern with regards to researcher bias
and objectivity. Moreover, the researcher was also the facilitator for the professional
development, where the researcher designed the conceptual model and conducted the
professional development workshop, and thus experimenter effects may have occurred.
Hammersley (1992) argues that while it is important for researchers to be aware of their
views, “… we can never entirely escape our assumptions about the world” (p.169).
Consequently, Hammersley suggests, not only should the researcher avoid close relationship
with respondents, which could lead them to neglect reality, but they should also not accept
every response without questioning their view of reality. In this study, the close relationship
between the researcher and the participants was vital for the learning culture of the PLC. This
study sought to minimize this possibility of researcher bias through debriefing, memberchecking and triangulation of data from a variety of sources.

Change in student learning was not measured as evidence of PD efficacy (Links to
improved student learning is made but not measured).
This study does not address student learning or the change in the students’ learning outcomes
272

as a result of the PD activity or being taught using game-centred pedagogy. Measuring
student learning would have been a valuable addition to the study, especially considering the
students’ response having a significant impact on the teachers’ participation in this study. As
such, this study does examine the influence of the students’ response to the change in
pedagogical practice, as a result of being taught using GCAs.
Short term basis for Continual Professional Development
Despite the study acknowledging the continuous and ongoing nature of teacher Professional
Learning and Development, the study was limited to the shorter duration of one term.
Initially, it was hoped that the research would span two terms. However, a range of barriers
were presented that impacted on the research spanning this timeframe. The six-week period
proved to be enough time to facilitate some change to teaching practice, although, longer and
ongoing PD would further penetrate practice and have greater capacity to sustain the
proposed pedagogy; reinforcing the need for continuous professional development.
Chapter conclusion
The findings of this study support that PD can support teachers’ learning and facilitate
change in teaching practice. However, the learning culture must be supportive and conducive
to learning. The elements of PD grounded in this study had positive and negative aspects that
both supported and, in some cases, inhibited learning. There were two very different
outcomes for the two teachers that remained engaged in the PLC and the PD process and the
two that disengaged and withdrew. The findings reinforced the need for PD in its entirety to
be contextualised and individuals to cater for teachers’ learning needs. Although this study
sheds some light on the barriers and facilitators that impact on teachers learning, these are
contextualised and specific to this setting, there needs to be more clarity around the teachers’
needs and learning context, in order for them to be translated to other settings. The findings
here reinforce much of the PD literature. However, highlight the needs for a personalised
approach to PD.
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Chapter 7
Conclusion and Recommendations
Introduction
This chapter concludes the study, summarising and reflecting on the research aims and its
findings. In answering the major research question, ‘What are Physical Education (PE)
teachers’ experiences of and responses to a professional development model designed to
support their implementation of games-based pedagogy?’, a number of conclusions can be
reached which are presented in this chapter. The practical and theoretical implications of this
study are considered. Recommendations for future research both in the field of Professional
Development and research within Game Centred Approaches (GCAs) are discussed, along
with recommendations for future practice, particularly that of Game Centred Approach
Professional Development (GCA-PD).
Implications of this research
The findings of this study are significant in the sense that they demonstrate that Professional
Development (PD) initiatives can work and can be successful in supporting the
implementation of GCAs. To this effect, the findings of this study provide insight to
educational policy-makers, educational administrators, curriculum support workers and PD
providers, as well as school principals, leaders and teachers on ways to support teacher
learning and facilitate change to teaching practice. At the same time, the findings of this
study offer a stark reminder that teacher learning is a complex process (Timperley et al.,
2007) impacted by a range of contextual factors. More specifically, the findings of this study
reinforce that implementing games-based pedagogy such as GCAs demands more complex
conceptualization of teacher professional learning (Opfer & Pedder, 2011), that considers a
wide range of contextual factors within the educational setting (Memmert et al. 2015). In this
sense, the findings of this study contribute to the literature that shows PD that aims to bring
about change is a complex and timely process.
Moreover, the findings of this study help to understand what effective PD processes are,
whilst also highlight why PD may be ineffective, identifying both facilitators and barriers that
impact learning. The personalised nature of learning and PD is emphasised, where it is shown
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that for PD to support teachers learning, it needs to be tailored to their individual needs and
context. To this effect, the findings reinforce Guskey’s (1994, 2002) research showing that
there is no single form of CPD that is appropriate for all teachers. What is required is an
‘optimal mix’, “that assortment of professional development processes and technologies that
will work best in a particular setting” (Guskey, 1994, p.7), that suits individual teachers at
different stages in their development (Armour & Makopoulou, 2012). As such, this study has
provided insight into why learning may or may not occur as a result of PD initiatives,
particularly in the context of GCAs. To this end, the findings and subsequent
recommendations inform PD providers and leaders of the importance of addressing teachers’
individual needs and strategies for assisting teachers and leaders to facilitate change to their
teaching practice.
The practical significance of this study helps guide those learning to teach using GCAs. The
findings of this study show that learning to teach using new pedagogies, in this case, GCAs,
is a difficult and timely process, where it is proposed that GCAs in their entirety are perhaps
too complex to teach when learning new pedagogies or if inexperienced. Effective PD needs
to focus on building knowledge and skills, “teachers must enhance their subject-matter and
learn new teaching strategies (Corcoran, 2015, p.1). The timely and challenging nature of PD
needs to be considered in any PD initiative that supports the implementation of productive
pedagogies such as GCAs. In this regard, the findings of this study contribute to the
understanding of GCAs and provide information leading to an effective model of PD that
supports teacher learning when implementing game-based pedagogy. Consideration needs to
be given to supporting teachers in translating theory into practice and implementing what
they have learnt since the teachers in this study encountered diverse difficulties at different
phases of the PD.
In considering the theoretical implications of this study, the findings advocate Action
Research as an effective PD process; although they warn of the time-consuming nature of
such a process. Similarly, the findings would support Professional Learning Community
(PLCs) as an effective platform for AR and teacher learning. Both AR and participating in a
PLC, particularly those that are linked and affiliated with Universities or researchers, provide
opportunities for teachers to direct their own learning and provide a framework for
developing informed practice, and help translate theory into practice. However, they show the
problematic nature of PLCs in educational contexts, showing the potential for PLCs to be
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ineffective mechanisms for learning in educational contexts unless there is a supportive
culture for learning, and there is buy-in from staff, where all staff share the same vision and
have time to engage and take an active role in the PLCs. Effective leadership and
accountability measures need to be in place if the learning culture is to be conducive to PLCs.
Recommendations
In considering the findings and the discussion of the findings, supported with relevant
literature from the field, a number of implications for both the theory and the practice can be
observed making it possible to suggest some recommendations for future research and future
PD initiatives, particularly in the field of GCAs. In addressing the limitations of this study, a
number of recommendations for future research can be made, to contribute to an
understanding of how PD initiatives can be developed to support teacher learning and
facilitate change to teaching practice, specifically in the context of GCAs.
Future research
•

This study provided a case study of four teachers within the same faculty, with two
teachers withdrawing their participation. Although their withdrawal still informed the
findings, it impacted on the effectiveness of the PLC. Future research using PLCs needs
to ensure there is buy-in from all members and a shared vision within the community and
between its members, in order to support their effectiveness and sustainability. There is
an opportunity for future PLC research to report on ineffective PLCs and contribute to the
dearth of literature around unsuccessful PLCs, providing insight into the reasons why
PLCs may fail or be unsuccessful and what can be done to increase their effectiveness.
Yielding the results of this study, it would be beneficial to examine how PLCs establish a
shared vision and get buy-in from staff, as well as examining how schools make time for
collaborative and reflective practice as part of the PLC.

•

A similar Action Research study could be undertaken with members of the PLC from
across different schools, or even the potential to conduct a comparative study between
different PLCs. This will potentially shed even more light on best and effective practice
when conducting PD, and supporting teacher learning, gaining deeper understanding of
the barriers and facilitators that support and inhibit learning.

•

It would also be interesting to examine the effectiveness of the proposed PD model in
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supporting the delivery of other innovative and productive pedagogies. Exploring other
innovative models using this model of PD would contribute to the generalisability of the
findings, also presenting an opportunity to compare the results of this study to other
contexts. As a result, a shared understanding of PD could be developed. Further insight
could be gained into whether the barriers to and facilitators of learning, and the effective
PD characteristics are similar across contexts, despite what the teachers are learning to
teach, and the PD is supporting.
•

Continued research is needed to examine the teachers’ delivery of GCAs in sporting areas
other than the invasion games unit in this study. Exploring other sporting areas will
inform the research as to the sustainability and transferability of the teachers learning.
The teachers experienced difficulties translating the theory into practice. Thus, it would
be interesting to see whether the teachers are able to transfer what they have learnt to
other areas of PE. Exploring the PD in a range of PE units was the initial intention of the
research. However, time limitations prevented this from being carried out. Future GCAPD research or any PD research needs to ensure it is long term. As the literature suggests,
and this study agrees, teacher learning is an ongoing process, facilitating change to
teaching practice is a lengthy and time-consuming process. Thus, research examining the
effects of PD needs to be an ongoing and long-term investigation.

•

Future research in this field would benefit from measuring any change in student learning
as additional evidence of the effectiveness of the PD. Given the aim of most PD
initiatives is to improve student learning, it was remiss of this study to not measure the
impact on student learning or learning gains and improved learning outcomes as a basis
of measuring the effectiveness of the PD. Measuring the impact on students’ learning
would have been particularly beneficial in this study given the findings reporting the
teachers’ perceived valued outcomes for their students as a result of their gams-based
lessons.

•

There is a dearth of literature that explores in-service or experienced teachers’
perceptions of and experiences of GCAs (Harvey & Jarret, 2014). Most of the GCA
literature focuses on pre-service teachers, where the findings of this study highlight the
pedagogical and knowledge difficulties associated with these inexperienced teachers.
There is the opportunity for future research to focus on experienced teachers, who have
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established beliefs and values about teaching, offering insight into how best to support
and facilitate change with entrenched pedagogical practice, beliefs and values.
Recommendations for future Game Centred Approach-Professional Development
initiatives
There are a number of practical implications as a result of this research that may help inform
those learning to teach using GCAs or those supporting learning by offering GCA-PD
initiatives. The findings of this study show that learning to teach using games-based pedagogy
is a difficult and complex process, that takes time and requires a commitment to change. As
Guskey (2002) suggests “Learning to be proficient at something new and finding meaning in a
new way of doing things requires both time and effort” (286). Teachers need to be motivated
and committed to change their teaching practice and adopt productive pedagogies such as
GCAs. Implementing GCAs can be challenging and demanding of teachers pedagogical and
content knowledge. Learning to teach using GCAs can be fraught with difficulty, particularly
for those inexperienced teachers, or those that are not familiar with productive pedagogy such
as GCAs. As such, GCA-PD is a complex process and need to take into consideration the wide
variety of situational issues and contexts. The findings of this study should inform GCA-PD
initiatives, in particular the facilitators and barriers to learning, if they are to support teachers
to implement GCAs into their teaching practice.

A focus on Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)
Limited knowledge and limited exposure to productive pedagogies such as GCAs were
identified as a leading barrier in this study. The findings of this study show that GCA-PD
initiatives need to build teacher capacity to implement GCA by building both their subject
content knowledge of games and the pedagogical knowledge required to implement them. In
particular, GCA-PD needs to help develop teachers’ knowledge and understanding around the
tactical aspects of games and teacher capacity around questioning strategies, authentic
assessment and modifying and adapting games to highlight the tactical elements of games and
what this looks like in games lessons. Although there are benefits in developing the subject
matter knowledge separately to the pedagogical knowledge, this may lead to a disconnect in
translating theory into practice when implementing GCAs. Thus, it is recommended that both
subject matter knowledge and pedagogical knowledge are developed simultaneously by PD
initiatives. Timperley et al. (2007) suggest that professional learning activities need to be
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focused on translating theory into practice, where teachers need to be presented with multiple
opportunities to learn through a range of activities. Pill (2012) identify the key role Universities
play in exposing PETE students to curriculum pedagogical knowledge and content bases for
sport teaching in physical education.
In this study, to build pedagogical content knowledge, the researcher used questioning
scaffolds such as the ‘debate of ideas’ protocol (Gréhaigne, Richard & Griffin, 2005). Harvey
and Light (2014) recommend the use of other questioning protocols such as the Initiation,
Response, Evaluation (IRE) model of questioning (Cazden, 2001), using ‘skinny and fat
questions’ (Kagan, 2005), types of thinking and question starters (Kracl, 2012), the GROW
model (Gallwey, 1974) and the reflective toss (van Zee & Minstell, 1997). This study also used
the Games Performance Assessment Instrument (GPAI) (Oslin, Mitchell & Griffin, 1998) to
help scaffold and conduct some authentic assessment. The GPAI was used to develop both a
teacher and peer assessment. Although, the findings showed that the teachers needed to develop
their knowledge and understating of the GPAI, and its elements, before conducting a peer
assessment. This study selected only three of the six-game components to focus on at a time,
where this was possibly too difficult when first learning to implement the GPAI. Teachers
needed sound knowledge of games in order to develop appropriate and meaningful learning
experiences that included modified games.
When learning to implement GCA pedagogy, it is advised that PD initiatives draw on the
teachers’ current knowledge and understanding and use familiar content knowledge to help
reduce the demands of the PD. Drawing on teachers’ current knowledge and understanding
helps by allowing the teachers to focus more on the pedagogical aspects rather than also
having to develop subject matter knowledge. Although, this study recommends that PD
initiatives simultaneously build subject matter knowledge and pedagogical knowledge to
support teachers to translate theory in practice. Having a strong knowledge base helps to
support teachers with the instructional demands of implementing GCAs. Building time to
reflect on practice is recommended as part of any PD process. There are advantages of this
reflection being done collaboratively, although time restrictions associated with such
practice. As with the AR process, teachers need to be guided through their reflection,
particularly if they do not know what best practice looks like when reflecting.
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Reduce the complexity of GCAs / Minimise instructional demands
The findings of this study would suggest that for inexperienced teachers, or teachers being
introduced to games-based pedagogy for the first time, that the pedagogical demands of
games-based pedagogy or the complexity of GCAs may be too demanding. Thus, the
complexity of GCAs needs to be reduced, and the instructional demands need to be
minimised so that those learning to teach can focus on developing one element at a time and
build up to the more holistic implementation. This suggestion shares a similar philosophy to
games-based pedagogy itself, whereby the tactical complexity of games is reduced to support
the students learning games concepts and skills (Jarrett & Harvey, 2016). This
recommendation is in contrast to other research that suggests a holistic approach needs to be
adopted, where teachers and coaches need to demonstrate all instructional elements to
implement GCAs authentically. Gurvitch, Blankenship, Metzler, and Lund (2008), Harvey et
al., (2016b) and Harvey and Robertson (2017) identify four ‘non- negotiable’ teacher
benchmarks, which included:
1. teacher uses tactical problems as the organising centre for the learning tasks,
2. teacher begins each lesson with a game form to assess students’ knowledge,
3. teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve tactical problems,
4. teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning tasks.
However, this study recommends that PD initiatives need to scaffold learning around these
four ‘non-negotiable’ elements, introducing one element at a time and only introducing the
next element when evidence of proficiency in practise of the element has been observed.
Teachers need to be given the opportunity to experiment with implementing each of these
elements in planning and practice, developing their knowledge and understating of what is
required to effectively implement the element and the capacity and skills to translate this into
practice.
Teaching experience
The finding of this study showed that teaching experience or teachers more adept with
classroom management practice are in a better position to effectively implement GCAs,
particularly if they are motivated to transform their pedagogical practice. More experience in
teaching provides teachers with a better capacity to learn new and innovative approaches
such as GCAs. This impact of experience has implications for pre-service teachers and
inexperienced teachers, who may experience difficulties with games-based pedagogy until
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they have gained skill and confidence in classroom management. As a result, less
experienced teachers may require additional support or may even be better learning to
implement GCAs once they have gained some teaching experience and established a sound
knowledge and understanding of games. Harvey and Jarret (2014) and Light (2008) identify
the need for additional GCA inductions and development measures in PETE programmes and
in the professional development of newly qualified and in-service teachers with the
underpinning development of constructivist and autonomy-supporting pedagogies.
Much of the research surrounding experienced teachers and pedagogical change identifies
their scepticism when faced with innovation and new ideas, and their resistance to change
(Butler, 2006, Oslin and Mitchell (2006). This scepticism and resistance to change was
certainly the case for Barry and Fred in this study. However, in the case of Jenna, more
experienced teachers who are open and receptive to change have the potential to be ‘key
players’ (Butler, 2006) in the change process, due to their influential and knowledgeable
position. There is an opportunity for inexperienced teachers or beginning teachers to be
linked with more experienced teachers as a mentor to guide and support their practice. These
experienced teachers need to take on leadership roles within PLCs to guide practice. Burbank
and Kauchak (2003) draw similar conclusions advocating for collaborative action research as
a PD strategy, combining groups of teachers in the design, implementation, and evaluation of
action research projects, where “collaborative sharing between pre-service and in-service
teachers provides opportunities for structured dialogues and professional linkages” (p.500).
Provision of demonstration lessons and resources
Teachers learning to teach using games-based pedagogy need to be provided with the
opportunity to observe demonstration lessons and provided with relevant resources to better
illustrate what GCAs look like in practice, in order to support their planning and
implementation of GCAs. The findings of this study reinforce the need for situated and
contextual support. Thus, would recommend demonstration lessons being conducted using
the teachers’ own classes. This helps to contextualise the PD and support learning since
teachers can see the pedagogy being successfully implemented with their own students in
their setting. Teachers need to be given resources that are relevant and specific to what the
teachers have decided to teach. For example, game category, sporting activity, age and stage
of learner. Merely providing the resources is not enough; teachers need to be shown what
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these resources look like in practice and need guidance translating the theory in their actual
lessons. This means that PD providers need to take the PD to the teachers, instead of the
teachers coming to the PD.

Collaboration with external expertise
PD initiatives, particularly those using PLCs would benefit from the input and collaboration
with an external expert, bringing new perspectives and ways to think about their existing
practice, and challenging the prevailing dialogical norms (Timperley et al., 2007). External
expertise can come from researchers, University lecturers and academics, specialists in the
field or even other teachers. As Timperley et al. (2007) recommend, external experts need to
be knowledgeable of content and teaching practices that make a difference to students
learning, as well as how to deliver that content and make it meaningful to teachers and
manageable within the context of teaching practice. The findings of this study recommended
that these experts need to familiarise themselves with the context and setting in which the PD
is being delivered whilst providing unbiased and subjective support. External experts need be
in schools, working alongside teachers in interactive, practical and iterative ways, involving
them in discussion and the development of meaning for their classroom contexts. This kind of
situated and contextualised PD will support the success and sustainability of the PD. As such,
school leaders and policy-makers need to ensure funding is available to support these links
and time is made available for teachers to liaise with these experts. PD providers need to
forge and sustain these links.

Establish a strong learning culture
The findings of this study empathise the importance of establishing a strong culture for
learning within the school. The school environment, structures, and practices need to support
learning and foster the type of professional community that encourages collaboration and
sharing practice, reflection. AITSL (2012) stresses the importance of collaborative
professional learning as well as the role of the school leader in supporting a collaborative
learning culture. The Australian Professional Standards acknowledges the instrumental role
of the school leader in creating and maintaining a collaborative professional learning culture
(See: Australian Professional Standard for Principals [the Standards], AITSL). Teachers need
to be encouraged to set goals for their teacher and student learning. Leadership and
accountability for learning are instrumental in developing and sustaining this culture. School
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leaders need to actively lead learning opportunities, providing support and structures for
teacher and student learning. All teachers need to be encouraged to engage in lifelong
learning and to continually develop their teaching practice, to benefit all learners. Teachers
and leaders need to be held accountable for their learning and professional practice. Engaging
teachers in PLCs within and between schools, where teachers are encouraged to engage in
collaborative and reflective practice, provides a supportive network for learning, with
increased and mutual accountability on teachers for their learning and practice. School
structures must permit time to be allocated for teacher professional development where time
needs to be built into teachers’ workloads, and timetables, so professional learning is
prioritised.

Leadership
The findings of this study suggest that effective leadership is fundamental to the success of
any PD initiative and is essential for establishing and sustaining PLCs. Leadership for
learning, needs to be a key component of the school culture, with key teachers identified as
leaders in school communities and affiliated to groups of teachers in PLCs. Structures need to
be put in place for these leading teachers to collaborate and support other teachers as part of
the PLC. The role of these leaders is to build capacity and autonomy of other teachers, whilst
challenging their beliefs about teaching and learning. Collegial relationships between the
leadership team and classroom teachers are fundamental in supporting learning. Timperley et
al. (2007) identify the key roles of leaders associated with effective outcomes for teachers
which include, developing a vision coherent with wider environmental and school policies,
managing and organising professional learning, leading the professional learning and
developing the leadership of others. Managing and organising professional learning as part of
this leadership role plays a significant role in ensuring the learning culture and structures
within the school promote and support learning. Timperley et al. (2007) believe this role
includes,
•

establishing learning priorities and reducing competing demands,

•

engaging reluctant participants by putting forward compelling reasons to do so,

•

providing effective content, and engaging teacher theories, ensuring focused and
productive opportunities to learn,

•

engage appropriate expertise and promote participation in professional communities
focused on promoting the teaching–learning relationship in evidence-informed ways.
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(Timperley et al., 2007, p.193)

Accountability
The findings of this study showed how engaging in AR and participating in the PLC as part
of the PD process increased the level of accountability placed on the teachers for their
teaching and learning practice. PLCs have the potential to apply accountability at the
individual and group level. This increased accountability may be problematic for PLCs if not
all teachers are committed to learning or share the vision for teaching and learning.
Conversely, PLCs can be problematic if measures are not in place to ensure teachers are held
accountable for their teaching and learning practice. As such, it is posited that there needs to
be accountability for learning if PD is to facilitate change to teaching practice, and PLCs are
to be effective. School with high accountability need to have compliance measures in place
where targets are set for teaching and learning, and individual teachers need to set learning
goals for their own practice. School leaders need to be responsible for ensuring there is
coherence between the school’s aims, the teachers’ goals, the PL goals and the accountability
measures. However, there needs to be a shared responsibility and mutual accountability in
achieving these goals.
Providing and prioritising time for professional learning
Sufficient time needs to be provided and prioritised for teacher learning. Time needs to be
built into school structures and teachers’ timetable. Structures should be put in place to allow
teachers to use this time for learning, collaboration and reflection effectively. School and
teachers need to prioritise their time for learning activities. Watts and Castle (1992) identify
five strategies used by educators to find time more time for professional development, these
include, using freed-up time, restructured or rescheduled time, common time, better-used
time, and purchased time. Schools might benefit from trialling these strategies when fostering
a strong learning culture in order to prioritise time for learning.

Aligning beliefs and attitudes
The findings of this study show that coherence between the teachers’ beliefs and attitude on
the PD aims and goals is essential to the success of any PD initiative. The teachers’ beliefs
and attitude towards teaching and learning, in particular their beliefs of how best to achieve
outcomes in PE and their response to change, has a direct impact on the success of any
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change or PD initiative. A teacher’s practice is underpinned by their beliefs and values about
teaching and learning (Kennedy, 1998), “Effective teaching practice is based on a coherent
and integrated set of beliefs and values” (Timperley et al. 2007, p. xxix). There needs to be
coherence between the teachers’ beliefs and attitudes and the learning goals and intentions of
the PD. PD initiatives need to provide teachers with the opportunity to reflect on their beliefs
and practices. If there is little coherence between the teachers’ beliefs and values and the
proposed pedagogy being taught as part of the PD initiative, then it is doubtful that any
change will be facilitated.
Consequently, leaders for learning or PD providers need to address teachers prevailing beliefs
and attitudes about teaching and learning if they are to infiltrate practice. There needs to be
coherence between the aims and the goals of the PD, and the teachers’ beliefs and attitudes.
The change process needs to be instigated from changing teachers’ beliefs, and attitudes
about learning and how best to achieve outcomes before any change to practice can be
initiated. Changing beliefs and attitudes can be a slow process, PD initiatives need to be
ongoing in recognition of this, in order to best infiltrate practice.
Recommendations for Action Research as a Professional Development strategy
The findings of this study advocate AR as a GCA-PD strategy. Although they identify the
timely process of such professional learning, AR is promoted as a comprehensive framework
for developing informed practice. AR as a PD strategy, particularly conducted in an effective
PLC, provides the opportunity to offer personalised and tailored learning, where PD is
contextualised and designed to meet the teachers’ individual needs. The need for personalised
and situated PD was a core finding of this study and is suggested to be fundamental to the
success and effectiveness of any PD initiative. The continuous assessment of the teachers
needs through the AR and PD process is believed to be fundamental in shaping and tailoring
the PD to meet the teachers’ individual needs. The AR process ensured that the teachers were
actively engaged in their own learning, whilst being situated and contextualised to the
teachers own setting.
This study would recommend including an initial needs assessment at the start of any PD or
AR process since this provided a starting point for the PD. The AR allowed the areas of
knowledge and understanding and experience to be identified. The AR process also enabled
any disparity between the teachers to be identified. It is recommended that the needs285

assessment examines not only the teachers’ knowledge and understanding, but also the extent
to which the teachers identified with the PD aims and goals, and share the PD vision of the
PLC. It is also advised that the initial needs assessment identifies the teachers established
pedagogical practice and beliefs and values about learning and achieving outcomes since this
can impact on the success of the PD. The PD process being carried out on-site as opposed to
off-site, decontextualised PD.
Engaging participants in the continuous process of planning, acting, observing and reflecting,
as per the AR cycle, allows for reflective and informed practice and for individual needs to be
addressed. However, as with this study, teachers may need to learn how to plan, what to
observe and how to reflect as part of the PD process. In order to support the teachers to
implement the chosen pedagogy, PD providers also need to support their learning of the AR
process.
Recommendations for Professional Learning Communities in an educational context
The findings of this study advocate the use of PLCs as a platform for teacher professional
learning, particularly core features such as collaborative and reflective practice. However,
this study recognises the problematic nature of PLCs in educational contexts. The greatest
challenges to PLCs in this educational setting included buy-in, accountability and time. As
such, it is suggested that more research needs to be conducted, reporting on ineffective or
unsuccessful PLCs and as a result, what can be done to establish and build effective PLCs.
More research is needed that explores how to rebuild or restructure ineffective or
unsuccessful PLCs, taking into consideration the challenges presented in this study. Particular
consideration needs to be given to sustainability and longevity or PLCs and how barriers to
learning can be overcome. Leadership and accountability are identified as essential
components for effective PD and thus may be key features in establishing and sustaining
PLCs. The findings of this study suggest that in educational contexts, buy-in and shared
vision can be problematic in PLC. Future research needs to identify how best to obtain buy-in
from teachers and how to develop a shared vision and values and how school leaders ensure
coherence between school aims and teaching goals. The findings of this study showed that
collegial relationships are needed to sustain effective PLCs. Thus, when assembling PLCs,
the relationships in and between members need some consideration. If PLCs are to be
effective and support any PD initiative, time needs to be made available for members to
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collaborate, share practice and reflect. The learning culture within the school needs to be
supportive and open to learning.
Revised Professional Development model
The initial PD model posited in this study can be revised and refined to reflect these findings
and recommendations. In reflecting on the initial model, it is superfluous to include the
elements of active learning, situated and reflective, given the inclusion of AR as the PD
strategy. The nature of AR ensures the PD is both situated and contextualised, and in this
case, it also ensures that the PD is personalised and tailored to the teachers’ needs; the AR
process embeds these characteristics into the planning, acting, observing and evaluating
cycle. By conducting the AR as a PD strategy within PLCs also ensures that teachers are
engaged in collaborative and reflective practice. As such, the PD characteristics that are
deemed essential to the effectiveness of PLCs and the success of any PD initiative, can be
refined to include
1. Capacity building, which includes building teacher autonomy and agency,
2. A focus on PCK, rather than just knowledge building,
3. Coherence between schools aims, teacher goals and the PD offered,
4. Continuous and ongoing support throughout teacher careers,
5. Leadership and accountability for teaching and learning, and
6. Time prioritised for learning.
Chapter Conclusion
This chapter has summarised the main findings of this study, considering the practical and
theoretical implications of the results. In considering these implications, this chapter has
proposed a number of recommendations for future research, and future GCA-PD initiatives.
In particular, this chapter has advocated AR as a PD strategy. Although acknowledges the
difficulties associated with PLCs in educational contexts, suggests they can be effective
mechanisms to support change in teaching practice. This chapter has reinforced the complex
nature of teaching learning and recognises the need for complex PD to support this learning,
that takes into consideration the wide range of contextual issues in educational settings. In
conclusions, this study calls for personalised PD that is tailored to teachers’ individual needs
and contexts. It acknowledges the potential AR and PLCs have to provide this PD
opportunity for teachers that are committed and motivated to learn.
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Appendix 3
3.

Researcher Biography

There were many influences that led to the decision to pursue this research. The first stems
from my experience in Physical Education as a child and later in Physical Education Teacher
Education. Undertaking my teaching degree at Brunel University, West London, where TGfU
was central to their teaching philosophy, had a significant influence on me adopting game
centred pedagogy as part of my own teaching philosophy and practice. My experiences and
frustrations as a Head Teacher trying to shift the pedagogy of my faculty from a focus on skill
driven practice to a pedagogy that aligned with my own philosophy in games-centred
approaches, also played a significant role in me conducting a research study in this area.
The games based and student-centred education I experienced at University offered a
welcomed shift from my heavily technical and didactic experience of Physical Education in
High school. Although, I had always enjoyed PE at school, regardless of the focus on skills
and large sided games. I was an eager participant in PE lessons and a passionate member of
the school Hockey and Netball team. I was actively engaged in organised sport, representing
both my county and country in Hockey. This passion for Hockey led me to pursue Physical
Education at a tertiary college and then into University as a Physical Education Teacher.
My earliest memories of sport come from playing netball at Primary school; my height
advantage in comparison to the other girls my age, made me a natural selection for the school
Netball team and set me on the path to participation in organised sport. Playing in the Netball
team was a prerequisite for being enlisted in the Rounders team during the summer season,
regardless of whether you had played before or your skill set. Having a highly competitive
and gifted soccer player as a Dad and a naturally athletic brother ensured I maintained an
interest in sport both as an active participant and a spectator on the side-line most weekends.
The comprehensive school I attended prided itself on its sporting prowess and was renowned
for its sporting culture, among the local High schools. Physical Education classes were single
sex and mostly focused on skill drills and full-sided games. Girls participated in what were
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deemed ‘girl specific’ sports such as Hockey, Netball and Rounders, whilst the Boys
participated in Football, Rugby and Basketball. Swimming and gymnastics lessons were
heavily technical and very teacher directed. I recall the embarrassment I felt having to swim
lengths in the pool whilst the rest of the class stood and watched me struggle. I remember
playing Hockey out in the rain on the rough gravel surface, regardless of the wet and cold
weather. Essentially, our PE teacher (and Hockey coach) used our PE lessons as a training
session for our school Hockey team, of which I was fortunate to be a member of. We would
spend half of the lesson on skills, dribbling round cones, followed by a shot at goal and then
the other half on a game, which would involve half the class against the other. One side would
include all the attacking players from the school team whilst the other side would have all the
teams’ defensive players. Students that didn’t play on the school team were expected to take
turns in goals and fill in the gaps; they were rarely passed the ball and clearly didn’t enjoy the
lessons. For me, I enjoyed PE lessons, especially when we were doing games units and had
incredible respect for my PE teachers. Playing for the School Hockey team, we were expected
to attend practice two lunch times a week and once after school. Our teacher was passionate
and clearly skilled, she demonstrated what was required in the skill drills and provided
technical instruction as we each went through the drill. Similar to our PE lessons, the second
half of Hockey practice included a game in which our teacher refereed.
My experiences playing Hockey outside school was quite different, I had a fantastic coach,
who represented Wales playing the same position as I did. Her training sessions were focused
on defensive play and used set plays and small games to develop skill. We played full sized
games but received positional specific feedback. Feedback extended beyond technical
performance to positioning and off the ball movement. It was a combination of my enjoyment
participating in Physical Education at school and my love and positive experiences playing
Hockey that saw me pursue a career in PE teaching. My Hockey coach taught in a nearby
college, which helped my decision to finish school at attend a different college to most of my
friends. Playing at a college level was even more involved than a school level; we were
required to attend fitness sessions early before class, as well as practice and games.
In my quest to become a Physical Education teacher I attended Brunel University in West
London to further my education. Again, I continued to play Hockey, encountering various
styles of coaching. I found myself becoming quite reflective of the way I was being coached
341

and the styles I preferred. However, it was my experience through my practical PE Subjects
and my experience out on teaching practice that helped shape my teaching philosophy that
was heavily grounded in game centred and students centred practice, the most. My Physical
Education modules were coeducational, practical sessions included a wide variety of
activities, for the first time I got to participate in sports such as Rugby, Soccer and Basketball.
We got to experience Athletics activities such as High Jump and Hammer, along with
synchronised Swimming and Lifesaving. Activities were delivered through a mix of Teacher
centred and student-centred teaching. In theory lessons we were taught about TGfU and learnt
about small-sided modified games. In our game’s lessons, we were shown how games could
be modified so that we could all participate, regardless of our experience and skill level.
However, when I went on teaching practice, I observed very similar teaching practice to what
I had received at school. There was still a focus on skill drills and games. There was one very
clear difference to my experience at school and that was the notion of modification and
differentiation. We were faced with classes that were mixed gender and mixed ability and
really had to try and design activities that could be pitched at different levels, so that all
students could participate in the lesson.
It was in my third year of University, where we spent most of the year in school on teaching
practice that I really got to see some great Games teaching in action. One of the teachers at
my placement school had attended a University where TGfU and its guiding principles also
played a significant role in shaping his teaching philosophy. He provided me with practical
examples of how these principles looked in practice and encouraged me to design similar
lessons. He provided me with feedback on class management and my selected activities,
encouraging me to reflect on what worked and what didn’t and why. The students in my
classes had a diverse range of abilities and he supported me to design activities that supported
their needs. Collaboratively, we designed a dance unit that was student-centred and explored
movement rather than just learning set moves. We also designed a unit of work on studentdesigned games, which provided a springboard for future units of student-centred work.
Fortunately, my first teaching job as a newly qualified teacher was with a school in West
London with and excellent young Head Teacher PE, whose teaching practice exemplified
game-centred practice. We team taught a lot of our lessons where I had the opportunity to
observe excellent game-based pedagogy. Our faculty was small which encouraged the sharing
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of lesson plans and resources; this allowed me to develop a repertoire of modified skills and
was supported in developing my own practice. Most valuable was the relationship I developed
with my students, particularly since I spent lots of time with some of them through the various
extracurricular clubs, I took including Netball, Rounders and Dance. It was this relationship
with my students that allowed me to learn about them as learners, how they learnt best and
how individual their learning experience was, which really helped shape my teaching practice.
Leaving this school, I moved to Australia and managed to land a PE teaching job in a
Northern Beaches High School in Sydney. Again, I was part of a small faculty that were open
to sharing practice and supporting each other through team teaching. Teaching was very skill
based and technically focused, most lessons focused on developing a skill then playing a
small sized version of the full-sized game. I found that my teaching mirrored what I was
seeing done around me. I felt that I had to fit to what the other teachers were doing, because
that is what was done. After a few years at the school we were finally appointed a PE Head
Teacher who filled the dual role of Head Teacher Teaching and Learning role. Driven by the
NSW Quality Teaching framework, she pushed to raise the Quality of teaching and learning
programs in the school. As a faculty, we had to develop examples of quality units of work
both in Health ‘theory’ lessons and our PE ‘practical’ lessons. She challenged us to look at
what we were doing in our lessons and reflect on our own teaching and learning. This was a
turning point for me, I was able to see how teacher centred and skill focused my teaching had
become and how this failed to align with what we were exploring in relation to quality
teaching. I started to revisit what I had learnt at University and began to shift my practice
back to what I had been doing in my early years of teaching. My HT encouraged me to
research TGfU and deliver PD to our faculty. The more I researched and delivered my lessons
using game-based pedagogy, the more I could draw parallels to the quality teaching
framework and the more I saw the benefits for my students. I started taking on more student
teachers for their teaching practicum and worked with them to develop and deliver gamebased lessons. As my confidence grew again, I started working with a University and
regularly had a cohort of PETE students come and observe my TGfU based lessons.
Later I was appointed HT PDHPE, where I made it my faculty goal to embed game-based
practice into our curriculum programs. I spent my time team teaching and providing
professional development to support my faculty in shifting their pedagogy to resemble a
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game-centred and student-centred philosophy. I designed several games-based units and
worked with my faculty to develop some of their own. We purchased a range of resources,
providing us with examples of game-based pedagogy in practice and took time building these
examples into our programs. However, when observing their lessons, I saw the struggles they
faced delivering these game-based lessons. Often lessons would end up being just small sized
versions of the real game with the teacher refereeing. I tried to work with my faculty to
understand the difficulties they were experiencing and to find out how I could support them,
but I was met with some resistance.
In 2012, I applied for the NSW Premiers Teaching Scholarship, to undertake a five-week
study tour to research TGfU, in order to better understand how it can be embedded in others
and my professional practice. I was fortunate enough to be awarded with the scholarship to
study TGfU and its origins, pioneers and examples of excellent practice. They study tour took
me to Bathurst, Wollongong, Canada and finally to Loughborough, where the TGfU model
was first pioneered with Bunker and Thorpe in 1982, which fortunately coincided with 5th
International TGfU conference. It was my experience and encounters on this study tour that
led me to pursuing a career in Higher Education and seeking to complete my PhD. My
personal experience of trying to shift pedagogy within my own faculty and hearing similar
struggles on my study tour led me to refining my PhD research around PD within TGfU.

344

Appendix 4
4.

Post Teaching Reflection Analysis (PTRA) Scaffold

Date:

Time:

Activity:

Class:

Venue:

1. What were your goals for the lesson?
For you as a teacher:

For your pupils:

2. What did you see in your lesson that you met your goals? Be specific.
For you as a teacher:

For your pupils:

3. What were the most positive aspects of the class?
For you as a teacher:

For your pupils:
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4. What aspects did you feel did not go well?

5. What changes would you make to the lesson the next time you teach it?

6. Learning Outcomes: Did you see learning occur? Specifically what?

7. What are your specific goals for the next lesson? What strategies will help you
achieve your goals?
Teacher goals:

Pupil Goals:
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Appendix 5
5.

School Biography

School Biography
Sample High school is a culturally diverse, co-educational, specialist high school with a
creative art focus within the government sector. The school population at the time of study
included 490 students from years 7-12, with a teaching staff of 45. The divide of boys and
girls is 56% and 44% respectively with 1% Indigenous students and 21% of students with a
language background other than English. This is a smaller school when compared to others
within the surrounding areas. Consequently, the school prides itself on the belief that it is able
to offer a very personalised and individual approach to supporting student learning and
achievement.

Culture and Climate
The school is set in an affluent suburb on the edge of a beautiful National Park. The school
affords excellent sporting facilities including three grass sports fields, two outside Tennis
courts, two outside Netball/Basketball courts, an indoor space and an additional covered
space, a school hall and a synthetic turf hockey pitch.
Sample High School prides itself on having a strong relationship between the academic,
physical, mental and socio-cultural needs of students, believing that they are of equal
importance and crucial to ensuring successful educational outcomes. The school offers a wellbalanced curriculum with a wide range of academic, creative, sporting, performing and cocurricular experiences including leadership opportunities.
The school has a wide drawing area with the opportunity for students from outside that area to
apply for enrolment. Sample High School has a long-standing culture of Creative &
Performing Arts. The educational focus of the school is on creativity, innovation and
challenge. They offer the same curriculum as all secondary schools in NSW. However, it is
enhanced by a special structure, which allows for a creativity stream. This Talent Enrichment
Program (TEP) offers students who are gifted, talented or interested in creative or performing
arts, sports, technology or design options, the opportunity to choose extra classes, often with
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tutors or coaches to engage them and further develop their skills and interests. The school also
offers a scholarship program specialized Year 7 Creative and Performing Arts class for
Music, Dance, Visual and Digital Arts and Drama.

PDHPE Faculty Biography
The PDHPE faculty includes four full time PDHPE teachers, Two Male: Barry and Fred and
two Female: Jenna and Sarah. All except Sarah are permanent staff members and have been at
the school for an extended period of time. The teachers’ ages range from 25 to 55 years and
teaching experience varies from 2 to 16 years. The faculty runs separate theory (PDH) and
practical lessons (PE) in years 7 to 10 and offers elective subjects within stage four and five,
including the Physical Activity and Sports Studies (PASS) course in Stage 5 and PDHPE,
Sport Leisure and Recreation (SLR) and Community and Family Studies (CAFS) in stage 6,
along with a Talent Enrichment Program (TEP) for Sport. Additionally, each of the PDHPE
teachers takes on a wider school role including Year Advisor and Assistant Year Advisor,
Sports Organiser and additional responsibilities including running physical activity schemes
like ‘Jump Rope for Heart’ and School Camps.
Culture and Climate
There is no PDHPE Head Teacher within the faculty and during the time of this study were
assigned to the Science Head Teacher and then to the Deputy. They appeared disconnected
from their assigned faculty Head and had a troubled relationship with the executive team. The
Principal expressed her concern regarding the faculties disconnect and had sought the
faculties involvement in this study as a ‘cry for help’, in the hope to establish a more
supportive relationship with the PDHPE Faculty and attempt to support their PD and align
their teaching practice with how she believed they should be teaching.

Current Teaching Practice in PE
The faculty run a very ‘traditional’ PE program where the scope and sequence of activities
offered in Term one and two is designed around the Athletics and Cross-Country carnival;
using PE lessons as practice sessions, despite having very low participation rates within their
school carnivals. The teachers mostly run 5-8-week units in specific/singular sports including
Dance, Cross Country and Athletics etc. For the majority of the year, the PE program is
heavily dominated with invasion games e.g. Soccer, Netball, Basketball, Touch Rugby etc.
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The sports taught mirror the favoured sports of the PDHPE teachers. On my arrival to start
my first cycle of research (Term two), they had just completed a 5-week Cross Country unit
of work and were running a 6-8-week Athletics unit up until the Athletics carnival. Class sizes
were mostly small with only 20-24 students in each class.
Team Teaching
The majority of PE lessons were timetabled on at the same time, so the teachers mostly joined
the two or three classes together and team-taught the lessons. Most lessons were structured so
that the classes could be team-taught, as explained by Barry, “It’s usually all team teaching”
(Barry, Teacher Interview, 20 March 2014). Team teaching mostly entailed one teacher taking
the lead delivering the lesson and the others playing a more supervisory role. Lesson content
mostly included large, full size versions of games where students were organised into large
teams and played a round robin tournament against each team. Alternatively, lessons were
skill based where students practiced isolated skills in pairs or groups then played a full-sized
version of the game with very little facilitation from the teacher. Barry illustrates this by
providing insight into the skill-based lesson that he and Fred would be team teaching next:
Fred and I are pretty much going to do Touch Football. We will have lines and run
through the back line, make sure they can, catch and pass, catching and passing, you
know and then we will go into games. And then in the games, we probably won't
interact with the kids too much. We will just referee or watch.
(Barry, Teacher Interview, 20 March, 14)
Lessons were an hour long and were structured in exactly the same way for each class and
lesson. Students were required to get changed at the beginning and end of the lesson, which
could take up to 15 mins of the lesson. Students were expected to line up in the canteen sitting
in class groups in front of the teachers that were taking the lesson and the roll was marked.
The whole process took up nearly 10 mins, leaving only 35 mins for activity. There was
regularly a large group of students that failed to bring their uniform or were unable to
participate in physical activity. These students were permitted to sit out and away from the
lesson. In my observations, these students were rarely engaged in the lesson and were allowed
to sit and chat.
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Expectations for Student Learning in PE
The PDHPE teachers believed that the students demonstrated a basic level of psychomotor
skill. Fred compared the students to other schools within the area and stated, “we have a lot of
kids that do not have those basic skills anyway” and “we are a creative Arts high school, we
haven’t got the worlds sportiest kids” (Fred, Teacher Interview, 20th March 14). There
appeared to be a faculty concern for the perceived low level of physical ability which the
teachers believed had implications for how and what they taught in their PE lessons,
justifying their focus on a skill-based approach.
Technical focus for Learning in PE
The PDHPE teachers focused mostly on learning within the physical domain and designed
lessons and occasional assessment around movement skills. They perceived student learning
in terms of physical performance and improvement in movement skill. They attributed their
preference for a skill-based teaching approach to the perceived poor ability of their students,
believing this to be the best way to improve skill:
Barry:

We have kids in year 7 that can’t catch and can’t throw

Fred:

Yeah so, we have to go back to basics, stage 2 and 3 type skills

Researcher:

So, you feel that a skills-based approach is what will help develop
those skills

Fred:

Yeah, I suppose. I find if you are using a different type of game like
touch football into gridiron, some of the kids we have here won't even
have the basic skills like touch football skills. (Teacher interview, 20
March 2014)

The teachers believed that a skill-based approach was the best way to teach their students and
assist in achieving the desired student outcome of improving movement skills: “we have to
prioritise and look at our clientele and think well, it would be nice if they could catch before
they leave year 10” (Barry, 28 March 2014). It was clear to see that the focus in PE was to get
students active. Barry explains, “I think sometimes doing invasion games, you get all your
kids involved; I think it is a necessary means sometimes, because you have to get 80 kids
activated. If I have 10 teams and they are all playing a game like that, it is much easier to
control” (Barry, 28 March 2014).
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Lack of Structured Learning
Learning often appeared unstructured and unrelated to the syllabus outcomes, neither the
‘skill’ outcomes nor ‘Knowledge and Understanding’ outcomes. It was clear to see that they
did not intentionally focus learning on the ‘skill’ outcomes within the syllabus and when
questioned, the teachers were not really clear on what ‘Knowledge and Understanding’
outcomes they were addressing from the syllabus either:
Researcher:

What about those other skills in our syllabus, communicating, problem
solving?

Fred:

Probably not thinking that we are focusing on it but we do bring it into
the lessons, I know like I will say like, if we do like invasion games,
like are you talking to your teammates, things like that, so you are
bringing it in, when you say “is this working for you” “are you able to
score a goal” that is like problem solving for them without thinking that
we are teaching problem solving now in the game.
(Teacher interview, 20 March 2014)

There were no formal PE units of work for any of the practical units; lessons appeared to be
run on an a very ‘ad hoc’, spur of the moment basis where they chatted amongst themselves
just before the lesson was about to start, to work out what they would do with the class and
who would be running the lesson. It was clear to see that there was no structured planning
around the PE units or lessons.
Limited prior experience of GCAs
The PDHPE staff had previous been engaged with limited PD opportunities. They particularly
expressed their lack of any Physical Education PD and the failure of any previous PDHPE PD
to actually support a change to their teaching practice. They acknowledged that they reverted
back to the way he had always taught when trying something new proved too difficult or was
challenged by the students:
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Barry: When it gets difficult, you just revert to what you know, as soon as you have
the kids go ‘ah no we are not doing that.
Fred: You go back to your comfort zone.
Fred: It is all good in theory, up on the white board and on the ‘smart Board’, and
you go, “oh yeah that is really, really great” but then to come back and change
all your programs, that you have spent years writing, you do revert back to
what you know. I have always said that you come out of professional
development and you go, well how is that going to change my teaching, and
well, it hasn’t.
(Teacher interview, 20 March 2014)
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Appendix 6
6.

Teacher Biographies

Barry
Teaching Experience
Barry is the most senior PDHPE faculty member, having taught at Sample High School for
over 19 years. Barry is a permanent member of staff. In the absence of a Head Teacher, he is
clearly a leader within the faculty and carries influence, where the other teachers appear to run
things by him. He is approaching the end of his career, appearing very set in his ways. Barry
has witnessed many teachers come and go from the faculty, including several Head Teachers,
along with both Jenna and Fred joining the faculty as newly qualified teachers. The teachers
note,
Researcher:

How long have you been here [Barry]

Barry:

19 years, so I am entitled to be grumpy

Researcher:

Yeah, it just comes with age anyway [jovial manner]. I’m going to call
you ‘Victor Meldrew’.

Barry:

That’s what these two were doing, Fred and Jenna, they were sitting
around the other day talking about the place and realized that they
are…

Jenna:

We are the age that you were when we first started as youngies and
newbies.
(Teacher interview, 28 March 2014)

Barry takes on the additional school roles of Year 12 Assistant Advisor and School Sports
Coordinator, which he protests takes up most of his time, making it very difficult for him to
be part of the study. He teaches Year 12 PDHPE and mostly takes the Year 10 classes,
including a Talented Education Program (TEP) Sport load.
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Personal Setting
Barry lives local to the school, is married and has a Primary school aged child, whom he
drops off and pick up before and after school. As such, he arrives just before the school bell
and needs to leave quickly after school

Current Teaching Practice
Barry describes himself as an ‘old school’ teacher whose teaching philosophy is strongly
embedded in keeping the students’ active and playing a big game:
I think sometimes doing invasion games, you get all your kids involved; I think it is a
necessary means sometimes, because you have to get 80 kids activated. If I have 10
teams and they are all playing a game like that, it is much easier to control. (Barry,
Teacher interview, 28 March 2014)
Barry appeared content to combine classes and ‘team-teach’ where he often willed the other
teachers to take the lead, which allowed him the opportunity to use the time to dismiss
himself and get ‘TEP’ sport organised. During Phase A, he had several days off to plan,
organise and recover from the Sports carnivals.
Knowledge and Understanding of GCAs
Barry has very little knowledge and understanding of GCAs and very little experience in
teaching using games-based pedagogy. He claims to be ‘old school’ which he attributes to his
teacher training and his focus on a technical approach.

Participation in the study
During Phase A (Needs Assessment) Barry was very active in our group interviews. He
provided good insight into his current teaching practice and openly discussed his limited
knowledge of GCAs and what his needs would be if he were to take part in the study.
However, despite initially committing to the research, Barry expressed his intention to
withdraw from the study in the very first group discussion. He explained that it would be too
difficult to commit to the study when he wasn’t teaching the same year group as the others.
Despite me reassuring him that he could still be part of the study, offering to do everything
she could to support him, he made it very clear that he did not wish to be part of the study,
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finally blaming his Sports Coordinators role and lack of time as the deciding factor. In one of
my journal entries, I noted:
Barry has made it very clear that he doesn’t want to be involved in the project,
despite me telling him I can overcome all the barriers he has suggested existed. It is
clear that he doesn’t want to do the work and doesn’t really want me observing his
lessons.
(Researcher reflective Journal, 28th March
2014)
Barry still contributed to the group interviews, often volunteering his own insight and
thoughts, despite withdrawing from the study and not engaging with the GCA lessons.
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Fred
Teaching Experience
Fred is an experienced PDHPE teacher, having taught at Sample for over 9 years and 4 years
at other schools.
Fred is a permanent member of staff at Sample, teaching Junior PDHPE, Year 11 PDHPE and
Year 11 CAFS, along with a Sport load. He also takes several Junior Maths lessons and the
additional role of Year 11 Advisor. During cycle one of the research the PDHPE teachers
experienced a timetable change as a result of a collapsed class in Year 7. This resulted in Fred
disappointedly being timetabled on more maths classes, losing most of his Junior PDHPE, his
Year 11 CAFS class and his sport load. Fred appeared very frustrated and disappointed by this
change, particularly over losing so many PE (practical) lessons. Fred clearly enjoyed taking
the PE lessons, especially outside. He disappointment is noted in the following conversation.
Fred:

Yeah, it’s just so many periods outside of PE. I had kind of worked it
out, but it is still…

Researcher:

It’s just a bit of a shock! Are you ok?

Fred:

Ah yeah! 4 periods of 8K, so I lose one year 8 class. I’ve only got 1
period of 8K!

Fred:

1, 2, 3, 4… I am outside in the lovely blue sky 4 times

Fred:

I am outside, in a fortnight, 3 times

Sarah:

Because you have only got year 9?

Fred:

Yeah, 10 PE. One class outside! I’ve got 10 PE for 3 lessons, because
that is still that period that I take for you [Sarah], my year 9 class
because 8K is theory.

Sarah:

No, you take a prac’ [PE]. I’ll take a theory.

Fred:

4 out of my 38 is now prac’ [PE], 34 inside.

Fred:

I’ve got 4 periods outside!

Personal Setting
Fred is a family-oriented person with 3 children, living a fair distance away from the school,
involving a substantial commute each day. This meant that Fred arrived at school and had to
leave school on the bell, as soon as lessons started and finished, in order to skip the rush hour
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traffic. In his spare time, Fred is a keen athlete, taking part in numerous Ironman and
Triathlon competitions, which involved extensive commitment and training. During cycle one
of the research he took a couple of days off school to compete and recuperate from a
competition.
Current Teaching Practice
Fred appeared to have an excellent rapport with the students and always engaged with them in
a friendly, albeit professional manner. The students were very compliant to his instructions
and joked with him in a relaxed manner. The lessons I observed of Fred (Soccer and Javelin)
embodied that of a skill based, technical approach. His Soccer lesson involved two large
games with a random mix of students on two large playing fields and a very structured Javelin
lesson, where students were organised into 5 lines and took it in turns to throw and retrieve
the javelin for the entire lesson. In the two lessons he observed of mine, he was actively
engaged, interacting with the students and making his way around each of the groups.
However, he appeared to have limited knowledge of the syllabus when discussing the
outcomes, he thought I might be addressing in the lesson
Knowledge and Understanding of GCAs
Fred appeared to have limited knowledge of GCAs and of the study premise. He missed the
information session run before the teachers agreed to participate in the study. Although, in the
beginning of the study he always appeared enthusiastic and willing to be involved, initially
remaining positive about the PD opportunity. Fred was open about his limited GCA
experience:
Researcher:

So, Fred last week you were talking about your understanding of
GCAs or Game Centred Approaches as modified games and
questioning, what do you think these modified games look like?

Fred:

I don’t know. I have got zero idea. [Laughter from other teachers]

Researcher:

That’s ok

Fred:

I’ll tell you, I have got zero idea of what it will look like, to be
brutally honest, I don’t think I could tell you what it looks like.
(Researcher Reflective Journal, 28th March 2014)
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Participation in the study
Fred was committed at the start of the study, willingly engaging in our group interviews and
keenly offering his thoughts, opinions and feelings. He appeared enthused to be part of the
study, albeit recognising it was going to be a ‘challenge’. Fred was instrumental in setting up
the parameters of the study, identifying the ‘best’ classes to work with and the most fitting
lessons to be observed and the best time for me to come in and teach some lessons for them to
observe. Unfortunately, during the Planning Phase (Phase B), Fred wasn’t able to commit any
time to planning the unit or subsequent lessons or engage in any of our group discussions. His
time appeared to be impacted by his new timetable with the greater Math load. Sarah noted,
“Fred didn’t even get a chance to really look at it [Unit Plan] because he had so much he
needed to do in terms of he just got a new timetable and he’s in another faculty for half his
lessons” (Teacher interview, 1st May 2014). Regardless, Fred expressed that he was still keen
to take part in the study. We came to an arrangement that he would use Sam’s lessons and
teach Soccer rather than his originally chosen Touch Football unit. Disappointingly, this never
eventuated; during the third week of the Implementation Phase (Phase C) Fred hadn’t
conducted any of the planned GCA lessons. Finally, he sent an email withdrawing from the
study:
I have spent the last few hours reflecting on your request you asked of me this
afternoon after school.
It is for these reasons that I wish to opt out of the GCA study. My current workload
and commitments to my other roles within the school will not allow me to allocate
the time you require for your study and outcomes. I know I am a committed teacher
to my students, who respect my knowledge and dependability to them and their
education. To only apply a small amount of time I have available to your study and
research is not fair to you, Sarah, Jenna and most importantly my students. (Fred,
email correspondence, 30th May 2014)
Sadly, Fred spent the rest of the term and Cycle 2 of my research avoiding any contact with
me, going to great lengths to stay out of my way.
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Jenna
Teaching Experience
Jenna has worked at Sample High School for 13 years, alongside Barry. It was her first
placement school as a newly qualified teacher, and she has been at the school since. Jenna has
only ever taught at Sample High School. Jenna is also the Year 12 Advisor and has a close
bond with this year group, her commitment to this year group is evident particularly as they
near the end of their schooling. Jenna teaches most year groups, including Year 11 and 12
CAFS and SLR. She is an experienced and confident teacher, displaying excellent class
management and a good rapport with her students. She is clearly a leader within the faculty
and appears to have a good influence and relationship with the other PDHPE staff.

Personal Setting
Jenna is single Mum of three and is actively involved in sport outside of school, playing and
coaching in a local Netball team, along with supporting her three children in their sporting
endeavours in Football, Dance and Gymnastics. Jenna lives close to the school, but her family
commitments mean that she arrives at school on the bell, as class starts, and she has to leave
straight after the last period in order to collect her children from school.

Current Teaching Practice
Jenna’s lessons run smoothly, she provided very clear instruction and engaged the students
throughout the lesson. Jenna often took the lead in team teaching and was able to organise the
groups quickly and efficiently. Despite a strong teaching emphasis on movement skills, Jenna
facilitated some tactical talk in her lessons. She asked students questions such as, “What
should you have done then”, “Why didn’t that pass work” and shouted out constant feedback
“Good work”, “great pass”. She seemed to have good subject knowledge about Netball and
was keen to use Netball as the focus of the GCA unit to be taught.
Knowledge and Understanding of GCAs
Through our group interviews, Jenna appeared quite knowledgeable about GCAs, although
confessed that she mostly taught skills and played big games. I commented on both Jenna and
Sarah’s knowledge in one reflection noting,
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Jenna and Sarah seem to have more understanding about TGfU and identify the traits
of a GCA approach as getting the students to think for themselves and improve
participation. Although, I am mindful of how much input I have had to direct them to
this conclusion.
(Researcher Reflective Journal, 28th
March 2014)
Jenna was able to identify some benefits she perceived for the students in adopting a GCA
approach, noting “I saw them having to think for themselves” (Teacher interview, 28 March
2014). Jenna appeared very keen to adopt a GCA in her teaching, although wasn’t sure on
how to change her practice.

Participation in the study
Jenna remained committed to the study and completed both cycles of research, although
played a less active role in the planning phase (Phase A) of cycle 1 and the implementation
phase (Phase B) of cycle 2 was compromised by her commitment to her Year 12’s. During the
planning Phase of Cycle 1 (Phase A) Jenna wasn’t able to invest the originally dedicated time
that they had set aside due to her senior class commitments taking precedence; leaving Sarah
to do most of the unit planning on her own, as noted in the following conversation:
Researcher:

So how did you go about doing it? Were you able to do it together?

Sarah:

Um bits and pieces

Jenna:

Yeah, Sarah made a good start on it

Researcher:

Yeah

Sarah:

And then, because they [Andrew & Jenna] had some other stuff that
they needed to do in that faculty time for the seniors and I didn’t have
that, so I got started. But yeah, ideas were flowing, and it seemed ok
once I wrapped my head around it all.
(Teacher interview, 1 May 2014)

Jenna was less focused during the implementation phase of Cycle 2, she often turned up to
lessons unclear on what she was actually doing and admitting she hadn’t looked at the lesson
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plan prior to the lesson. She was often disorganised, unclear on the learning intentions and
quite scattered. She had to abandon one lesson and teach something different as there was no
equipment available in the store and left me to teach one lesson while she went and helped set
up some equipment for her Year 12’s for their ‘Muck Up Day’.
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Sarah
Teaching Experience
Sarah is a newly qualified PDHPE teacher, having completed her University studies two
years prior to the research. She has been in a temporary position at Sample High School for
the last two years. Sarah is eager to find a permanent position so that she has some job
security. Sarah appears to have fitted in well with the PDHPE department and is keen to be
part of the team. She takes mostly the junior classes, including Year 9 and 10 PASS classes,
along with Sport. Sarah is still completing her teacher accreditation and applying for
permanent jobs wherever there is an opportunity. She actively takes on wider school roles,
going on school camps, organising jump rope for heart and taking on a roll call class.
Personal Setting
Sarah lives with her partner and has no children. She plays weekend Soccer at a club level.
Sarah lives a fair distance from School, so arrives early to miss the rush hour traffic but needs
to leave early in order to avoid traffic at the end of the day.

Current Teaching Practice
Sarah appears disheartened and disapproving of the current state of practice within the faculty
but feels limited in her capacity to bring about any changes due to her lack of seniority and
non-permanent position. In one conversation she notes:
Sarah:

Well, I think that it is a bit different for me because I have come into a
system that has been working together for 12 years and so, you know, I
have just kind of filled the gap.

Researcher:

Occupational socialization that’s called, just adhering to what is going

on.
Sarah:

Yeah, but I have brought in quite a few games where I have said, like
last year, I said I have got this game, do you want to learn it? I think it
was the three of us on [Jenna, Barry and Sarah] and Barry is like
“Really?” And I was like, “come on!” And he loves it, and he does it
all the time now. But I’ve had to pick my moments of when to say, “do
you want to try this” and, so that’s what’s been a bit interesting”
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Sarah appeared concerned that students were not learning in their PE lessons through the
current skill-based approach to teaching and the heavy emphasis placed in lessons on
‘training’ for the pending carnivals, noting:
Sarah:

We’ve done it for, 6-7 weeks [Athletics unit], and they’re not learning
anything

Researcher:

There’s no learning?

SS:

No, they’re not learning. They’re not learning anything

Researcher:

We do it [teach units of work based on training for carnivals] because
we have the Cross-Country carnival

Sarah:

Yes, and that’s the same with these Athletics skills we’ve been talking
about

She seems exasperated by the faculty’s choice to join blocked classes together and team
teach, preferring to do her own thing when not grouped with the other teachers:
Sarah:

well normally, year 9 and year 10 is blocked and it’s the whole year
group on at a time, but I’m quite – I guess I see it as fortunate – in that
all my other classes in my junior years – I’ve got two year 7 and 1 year
8, which is now going to 1 year 7 and two year 8 but whatever – I’m
not on with anyone. So, I can do things the way I want to do it and it’s
not you know

Researcher:

Team teaching. Why do you all team-teach? What’s the – there’s a
reason behind it?

Sarah:

Probably because it’s easier

Researcher:

For you guys?

Sarah:

Yeah

Researcher:

Easier in terms of what?”

Sarah:

Probably, because also, the team-teaching lessons turn in to ‘here’s a
game, we’re going to split you up into 8 teams, and you’re going to do
a round robin’ that’s what they turn in to. Because he [Barry] gets to sit
and chat and not do anything.

In my lesson observation, Sarah is focused on gaining control of the class and spends a lot of
time on organisation and class management. Students have limited activity time, although are
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attentive and mostly well behaved. Her instructions lack clarity and students often take a
while to get going on tasks.

Knowledge and Understanding of GCAs
Out of all of the faculty members, Sarah has had the most experience and education around
GCAs. Her University course provided her with some insight and a few basic lessons on
GCAs, although, she admits she mostly opts to teach using a skill-based approach and to join
the others in team teaching and organising round robin competitions. She is keen to
experiment with different teaching styles and strategies, especially if she has a class on her
own. Sarah notes her previous experiences with GCA, commenting
“In like some lessons I will do a game like approach because it is that one game I like
to do, like End-ball, kind of like frisbee in a way like you have to catch a ball in the
end zone and I often stop it and say ‘Ok, how can we improve?’ ‘What is working for
your team’ and I ask, ‘How can we improve?’. I often stop, change the ball up and do
things like that and add rules as I go along and that is a very game centred approach,
but I don’t do that in all of my lessons. Although I know that is, what I see it as”.

Participation in the study
Sarah was the driving force behind this research, being the main point of contact and liaison
between the faculty and myself. She was always the most forthcoming in group interviews
and very keen to be supported in her PD. She often stayed behind after lesson observations to
discuss her teaching and engage in further discussion. She was motivated to change her
practice and the current status quo with regard to the teaching and learning culture within the
faculty. In one reflection, the research notes:
I spent some time with Sarah on her own afterwards. She is definitely the driving
force and really wants to embrace this opportunity, she questioned some of my
teaching strategies and was very concerned about the need to focus on skill
development. She is really concerned that I didn’t actually tell the kids ‘how’ to
execute the shotput technique and I challenge her with what the syllabus actually
requires
My Reflective Journal, 28th March 2014
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Sarah maintained this enthusiasm and commitment to the study throughout the entire research
process.
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University of Wollongong NSW 2522

Dear Dr Perlman
Thank you for your response dated 18 March 2014 to the HREC review of the application
detailed below. I am pleased to advise that the application has been approved.
Ethics Number:

HE14/045

SERAP Number: 2014017
Project Title:

Advancing the Understanding of the Complexity of Teacher Professional
Learning within a Physical Education Teaching Context

Researchers:

Dr Dana Perlman, Ms Kelly Ann Parry

Approval Date:

27 March 2014

Expiry Date:

26 March 2015

The University of Wollongong/Illawarra Shoalhaven Local Health District Social Sciences
HREC is constituted and functions in accordance with the NHMRC National Statement on
Ethical Conduct in Human Research. The HREC has reviewed the research proposal for
compliance with the National Statement and approval of this project is conditional upon your
continuing compliance with this document.
A condition of approval by the HREC is the submission of a progress report annually and a
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final report on completion of your project. The progress report template is available at
http://www.uow.edu.au/research/rso/ethics/UOW009385.html. This report must be
completed, signed by the appropriate Head of School, and returned to the Research Services
Office prior to the expiry date.
As evidence of continuing compliance, the Human Research Ethics Committee also requires
that researchers immediately report:
•

proposed changes to the protocol including changes to investigators involved

•

serious or unexpected adverse effects on participants

•

unforeseen events that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the project.

Please note that approvals are granted for a twelve-month period. Further extension will be
considered on receipt of a progress report prior to expiry date.
If you have any queries regarding the HREC review process, please contact the Ethics Unit
on phone 4221 3386 or email rso-ethics@uow.edu.au.
Yours sincerely

Professor Kathleen Clapham
Chair, Social Sciences
Human Research Ethics Committee
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Appendix 8
8.

State Education Research Applications Process (SERAP) Approval Letter
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Appendix 9
9.

Participant Information Letter

Advancing the Understanding of the Complexity of Teacher Professional Learning
within a Physical Education Teaching Context

INFORMATION SHEET FOR TEACHERS
What is ‘Advancing the Understanding of the Complexity of Teacher Professional
Learning within a Physical Education Teaching Context’ research project?
This project is a study of the implementation of game-centred pedagogies (such as TGfU)
and how best to support teachers to implement game-centred pedagogies to ensure quality
outcomes for their students. The University of Wollongong will conduct the study.
What is the purpose of this project?
The research team will identify an approach that can be used by teachers to support the
implementation of GCAs for themselves and others that is teacher-led, sustainable and needs
based. The goal of this project is to develop a model of professional development that sets out
to empower teachers and have them address the key constraints in their own school settings.
The benefits of this study will be provided through ongoing support for the implementation
of game-centred approaches.
What is expected of you in the study?
If you volunteer to be involved in this study, you will be involved in two cycles of action
research and required to:
•

Participate in weekly Teacher Interviews/Focus group interviews

•

Participate in weekly Teacher Reflections

•

Collaboratively plan and revise units/lessons

•

Have a researcher observe your weekly lessons
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What is action research?
Action research is a cyclical process where the researcher(s) and participants are engaged in
the continuous practice of reflection and adaptation. It involves the ongoing process of:
1. Planning: develop a plan for implementing game centred approaches,
2. Acting: implement the plan,
3. Observing: observe and document the effects of the plan and
4. Reflecting: reflect on the effects of the plan for further planning and informed action
The research process:
There are 4 phases to the research process:
1. Phase A: Introductory Workshop – Needs Assessment
2. Phase B: Planning/Designing and Phase B: Revise Planning
3. Phase C: Implementation and Implementation Support
4. Evaluation
Phase A: Introductory Workshop – Needs Assessment
Term 1, 2014 Week 9 - Week 10 (31st Mar – 11 April)
Data Source: Teacher Source: Interview/Focus Group Interview, Document Source:
Document analysis, Teacher Reflection/Evaluation, Focus Group Interview
Aim of Phase A:
1. Teacher/Focus Group Interviews - identify what pre-existing knowledge of
GCAs teachers have and what Professional Learning they need
2. GCA workshop - the workshop will be conducted by one of the GCA ‘experts’,
who is familiar with both the GCA approach and the challenges of implementing
GCAs in school setting.
3. Teacher/Focus Group Interviews - following the GCA workshop, open-ended
questions will be used to ask teachers about their perceptions of learning during
the GCA workshop
The GCA workshop will be designed using a team of GCA ‘experts’, in consultation with
the teacher participants, following a needs assessment to identify what pre-existing
knowledge of GCAs teachers have and what Professional Learning they need. The needs
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assessment will be administered through a focus group interview where teachers discuss
their professional learning needs.
Examples of questions include:
•

What do you currently understand/know about GCAs?

•

What experiences have you had with implementing GCAs in your teaching
practice?

•

What GCA professional learning are you aware of/have you taken part in?

•

What professional development will help you to implement GCAs?

•

What contextual issues do you think will challenge you in implementing GCAs?

•

What will help you to implement GCAs?

The GCA workshop will also be designed based upon previously identified features of
high-quality Professional Development identified in the literature (Document Source);
including a focus on developing content knowledge, active learning and situated practice.
The workshop will be conducted by one of the GCA ‘experts’, who is familiar with both
the GCA approach and the challenges of implementing GCAs in school setting.
Following the GCA workshop, open-ended questions will be used to ask teachers about
their perceptions of learning during the GCA workshop.
Example questions to be used are:
• What is your understanding of the purpose/s of the GCA curriculum from today’s
workshop?
• After today’s workshop what element(s) of the GCA model do you now feel most
comfortable in implementing at your school site
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• What do you need to support your planning within GCAs?

Phase B: Planning/Designing and Phase B: Revise Planning
Cycle 1 Term 1, 2014 Week 9 -10 (31st March – 11th April)
Cycle 2 Term 2, 2014 Week 9 -10 (16th June – 27th June)
Data Source: Unit Plan, Lesson Plans and Teacher Reflection, Teacher Interview/Focus
Group Interview
Research Process:
1.

GCA unit and lesson plans - submit their GCA unit and lesson plans to be coded
and analysed

2.

Revise Unit/Lesson Plans - Once the unit and lesson plans have been coded and
analysed, they will be returned to the teachers to inform them of how their
planning aligned with the benchmarks, and for subsequent revisions to be made.

3.

Teacher interviews - discuss this planning phase and respective revisions

During this phase of data collection, the teachers will be required to submit their GCA unit
and lesson plans to be coded and analysed. The GCA benchmark observational instrument
will be used to code unit and lesson plans.
Once the unit and lesson plans have been coded and analysed, they will be returned to the
teachers to inform them of how their planning aligned with the benchmarks, and for
subsequent revisions to be made. Teacher interviews will be conducted to discuss this
planning phase and respective revisions. Questions will be asked to determine teachers’
reason for the selection, inclusion and exclusion of GCA elements within their unit/lesson
plans and the subsequent changes they will make and what do you need to support your
implementation of GCAs? These interviews will be transcribed and coded.
Data collected within Phase B of the study will be used to address the Level II analysis
question, what is the influence of Professional Learning on the planning of GCAs?

Phase C: Implementation and Implementation Support
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Cycle 1 Term 2, 2014 Week 1 - Week 10 (28th April – 27th June)
Cycle 2 Term 3, 2014 Week 1 - Week 10 (14th July – 19th September)
Data Source: Lesson Observation, Teacher Reflection and Teacher Interview/Focus
Group Interview
Research Process:
1. Lesson Observations - the GCA benchmark observational instrument will be used
to code teacher GCA pedagogical behaviour.
2. Teacher Reflections - teachers will also be required to submit their lesson
reflections for analysis
3. Teacher Interview/Focus Group Interview - teacher interviews will be conducted
to inform teachers of how their lessons aligned with the benchmarks and to find out
what teachers need to support them through this implementation stage
During this phase of the data collection, teachers’ GCA lessons will be observed and
videotaped at the school site. The GCA benchmark observational instrument will be used
to code teacher GCA pedagogical behaviour. Teachers will also be required to submit their
lesson reflections for analysis, these will be transcribed and coded.
Teacher interviews will be conducted to inform teachers of how their lessons aligned with
the benchmarks and to find out what teachers need to support them through this
implementation stage. These will be transcribed and coded.
The data obtained from observational coding of teacher behaviour and the teacher
interviews during phase C will be used to address the Level III analysis question, what is
the influence of Professional Learning on the Implementation of GCAs?

Evaluation
Term 3, 2014 Week 10 (15th – 19th September)
Data Source: Teacher Interview
Research Process:
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Teacher Interview - each participant will be interviewed regarding their perceptions of
PD learning and the unit of GCA they delivered
After the completion of the school GCA unit, each participant will be interviewed
regarding their perceptions of PD learning and the unit of GCA they delivered. These
interviews will be conducted by the primary researcher in an individual face-to-face format
over a period of 20 min. Questions focused on the teachers’ implementation of the model
and their rationales for their practices. Examples of questions posed included, what
elements of the GCA model did you use in your unit? And what barriers did you face in
implementing the GCA unit?
Data obtained from Phase E were used to address the Level II and III analysis questions:
What is the influence of Professional Learning on the planning of GCAs? And what is the
influence of Professional Learning on the Implementation of GCAs?
When will the study take place?
The study will take place over four phases and will potentially include 2 cycles of research,
as per the action research framework (Plan, act, observe, reflect).
Phase of
Data
Collection
Phase A:

Purpose
Needs Assessment

Introductory
Workshop
Phase B:

Planning/Designing
Revise Planning

Phase C:

Implementation

Data Source
• Teacher Source:
Interview/Focus Group
Interview
• Document Source:
Document analysis
• Teacher
Reflection/Evaluation
• Focus Group Interview
• Unit Plan
• Lesson Plans
• Teacher Reflection
• Teacher Interview/Focus
Group Interview

• Lesson Observation
• Teacher Reflection

Timeframe
Term 1, 2014
Week 9 - Week 10
(31st Mar – 11
April)

Cycle 1
Term 1, 2014
Week 9 -10
(31st March – 11th
April)
Cycle 2
Term 2, 2014
Week 9 -10
(16th June – 27th
June)
Cycle 1
Term 2, 2014
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Implementation
Support

• Teacher Interview
• Focus Group Interview

Evaluation Evaluation of
• Teacher Interview
Professional Learning

Week 1 - Week 10
(28th April – 27th
June)
Cycle 2
Term 3, 2014
Week 1 - Week 10
(14th July – 19th
September)
Term 3, 2014
Week 10
(15th – 19th
September)

What is expected of each research participant?
Phase of
Research
(Phase a,
B, C, D)

Phase A:
Introduct
ory
Worksho
p – Needs
Assessme
nt

Type of
activity
(e.g.
survey,
interview,
video
observatio
n)

Teacher
Interviews
Focus
Group
Interviews

Participa
nts in
each
school
(number
& type)
(e.g. 50
yr. 3
students, 2
teachers)
All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

Amount
of time
activity
will take
(e.g. 30
mins)

When
activity
will take
place
(e.g. in
class time,
Term 2
2008)

Classes
(number
& year
levels)
(e.g. 5
[yr. 3])

Participati
on strategy
(e.g. whole
class/studen
ts
withdrawn
from class)

Teacher:
20 min
each * 1
week
Focus
group:
1 hour a
week * 2
weeks

Term 1,
2014
Week 9 Week 10
(31st Mar
– 24th
March)

No
student
involve
ment

Individual
teacher
interview
&
Focus group
interview
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time
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GCA
workshop

Teacher
Interviews
Focus
Group
Interviews

Phase B:
Planning/
Designing
and
Phase B:
Revise
Planning

GCA unit
and lesson
plans

All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

2 * half
day
workshop
s

Term 1,
2014
Week 9 Week 10
(31st
March –
11 April)

No
student
involve
ment

All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

Teacher:
20 min
each
Focus
group:
1 hour

Term 1,
2014
Week 10
(7th April
– 11th
April)

No
student
involve
ment

All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

At
participant
s leisure
over a 2week
period
Repeated
for 2nd
research
cycle

Term 1,
2014
Week 9 10 (31st
March –
11th April)
Term 2,
2014
Week 9 10 (16th
June –
27th June)

No
student
involve
ment

Whole
faculty
Onsite,
withdrawn
from
timetable
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time
Individual
teacher
interview
&
Focus group
interview
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time
Collaborativ
e and
individual
planning
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time
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Revise
Unit/Less
on Plans

Teacher
Interviews
Focus
Group
Interviews

Phase C: Lesson
Implemen Observati
tation
ons
and
Implemen
tation
Support

All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

At
participa
nts
leisure
over a 2week
period
Repeated
for 2nd
research
cycle

Teacher:
20 mins a
week * 2
weeks
Focus
group:
1 hour a
week * 2
weeks
Repeated
for 2nd
research
cycle
All
Observati
Participant on takes
s
place each
i.e. entire time the
faculty or teacher
individual has the
teacher(s) class e.g.
within
1*1
faculty
hr/wk. or
2*1
hr/wk. *
10 weeks
Repeated
for 2nd
research
cycle

Term 1,
2014
Week 9 10 (31st
March –
11th April)
Term 2,
2014
Week 9 10 (16th
June –
27th June)
Term 1,
2014
Week 9 10 (31st
March –
11th April)
Term 2,
2014
Week 9 10 (16th
June –
27th June)

No
student
involve
ment

Term 2,
2014
Week 1 Week 10
(28th April
– 27th
June)
Term 3,
2014
Week 1 Week 10
(14th July
– 19th
September
)

1 class
per
teacher
Stage 5,
Year
9/10

Collaborativ
e and
individual
planning
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time

No
student
involve
ment

Individual
teacher
interview
&
Focus group
interview
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time
Individual
teacher
observation
*Conducted
with chosen
class

13
classes
in total
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Teacher
Reflection
s

Teacher
Interview/
Focus
Group
Interview

Evaluatio
n

Teacher
Interview

All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

Reflection
s take
place after
each
lesson e.g.
1*1
hr/wk. or
2*1
hr/wk. *
10 weeks
Reflection
s take 15
mins
Repeated
for 2nd
research
cycle
All
Teacher:
Participant 20 min
s
each * 10
i.e. entire week
faculty or Focus
individual group:
teacher(s) 1 hour a
within
week * 10
faculty
weeks
Repeated
for 2nd
research
cycle
All
Participant
s
i.e. entire
faculty or
individual
teacher(s)
within
faculty

Teacher:
20 min
each
Focus
group:
1 hour a
week

Term 2,
2014
Week 1 Week 10
(28th April
– 27th
June)
Term 3,
2014
Week 1 Week 10
(14th July
– 19th
September
)

No
student
involve
ment

Individual
teacher
reflection

Term 2,
2014
Week 1 Week 10
(28th April
– 27th
June)
Term 3,
2014
Week 1 Week 10
(14th July
– 19th
September
)
Term 3,
2014
Week 10
(15th –
19th
September
)

No
student
involve
ment

Individual
teacher
interview
&
Focus group
interview
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time

No
student
involve
ment

Individual
teacher
interview
&
Focus group
interview
*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time

*Conducted
during
teacher
allocated
time

There are no foreseeable burdens or risks to you beyond the time involved in
participation.
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You are free to refuse participation or withdraw yourself from the study or withdraw
information at any time. We ask that withdrawing from the study be done either verbally or
through a written letter to the lead researcher (Kelly Ann Parry) indicating your desire to
withdraw yourself from the study. In addition, refusal or withdrawing from this project will
have no impact on your relationship with the Researcher, the University or your position in
the school.
The results of this study may be published; however, the identity of participants will not be
revealed. Access to all data will be restricted to the researcher(s) participating in the study.

This study has been reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of
Wollongong. If you have any concerns or complaints regarding the way this research has
been conducted, you can contact the UoW Ethics Officer on (02) 4221 4457 or rsoethics@uow.edu.au
Thank you for your assistance
Dr. Dana Perlman, Senior

dperman@uow.edu.au;

4221 3885

kparry@uow.edu.au;

4221 4178

Lecturer
Miss Kelly Parry,
Lecturer/HDR Student
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Appendix 10
10.

Participant Consent Form

Advancing the Understanding of the Complexity of Teacher Professional Learning
within a Physical Education Teaching Context

TEACHER CONSENT FORM
I have received the information about the project titled: ‘Advancing the Understanding of
the Complexity of Teacher Professional Learning within a Physical Education Teaching
Context’ and have been able to talk about this with the researcher(s).
I understand that if I decide to be involved in this project, I need to complete the following
during the 2014 academic year:
•

Participate in weekly Teacher Interviews/Focus group interviews

•

Participate in weekly Teacher Reflections

•

Collaboratively plan and revise units/lessons

•

Have a researcher observe your lessons
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I understand that this project will commence during Term 1, 2014 (31st March) and will
continue throughout Term 2 (28th April – 27th June) and Term 3 (14th July – 19th September).
I have been told that there are no foreseeable risks and no burdens beyond the time involved
in participation. I am free to refuse participation and withdraw myself from the study or
withdraw information from the study at any time. To withdraw my information, I can either
verbally or through a written letter indicate my desire to withdraw from the study. My refusal
to participate or withdraw consent will not affect my relationship with my school, the
University or the researcher(s) of the project.
I understand the results of this study may be published and presented at research
conferences; however, the identity of participants will not be revealed.
I agree for it to be used in this way.
I understand that the researchers conducting this study have my protection, interests and
safety as their first priority at all times. Your signature below indicates:
1.

You have read the information provided about this project;

2.

You can clearly understand the procedures;

3.

You voluntarily agree to participate in the project and understand that you may

withdraw at any time.

I (name) ______________________________________ agree to take part in the study
titled: ‘Advancing the Understanding of the Complexity of Teacher Professional
Learning within a Physical Education Teaching Context’ Research Project.
Surname: ___________________

Given name: ____________________

Date: ______ 2014
Thank you for your assistance
Dr. Dana Perlman, Senior Lecturer

dperman@uow.edu.au;

4221 3885

Miss Kelly Parry, Lecturer/HDR Student

kparry@uow.edu.au;

4221 4178
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Appendix 11
11.

Unit Plan Template
Overview:
Unit Title

Year

Unit Length

Students

Length of Class

Facilities

Topics

Resources

Major Outcomes:
Knowledge and Understanding
(PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 13)

Evidence of Learning

Skills (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 14)

Values (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 12)

Assessment Activities
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Learn About
(PDHPE Syllabus,
pg. 25-26 and/or pg.
31-32)

Learn To (PDHPE
Syllabus, pg. 25-26
and/or pg. 31-32)

Tactical Problem

Learning/Assessment Activities
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Appendix 12
12.

Lesson plan template

Date:

Unit:

Venue:

Class:

No. of
students:

Lesson #:

Outcomes:

Learning Intentions:

Syllabus Outcomes:

CONCEPTS TO BE DEVELOPED: Students learn about…
(PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 25-26 and/or pg. 31-32)

Knowledge & Understanding (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 13):

Skills (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 14):

OBJECTIVES/SKILLS TO BE DEVELOPED: Students learn
to…
(PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 25-26 and/or pg. 31-32)

Values (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 12):
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ASSESSMENT: How will I know students have met the Learning
Intention? How will the students know they have met the Learning
Intention?

STRATEGICAL PROBLEM

FOCUS QUESTIONS
RESOURCES:

SAFETY:

LESSON ACTIVITIES
List teaching strategies with times

Time

TEACHING CONSIDERATIONS
Include a brief description of teaching and
learning strategies, organisation, management
and safety considerations. Diagrams will be
needed for practical lessons.
Teacher does:

What are the students doing?
Include suggested answers from students to
questions/responses.
Students will do:

1. Warm up Activity/Instant
Activity:
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2. Identifying and solving tactical
problems:
3. Game form 1 (situated learning
task):

4. Identifying and solving tactical
problems:
5. Game form 2 (situated learning
task):

6. Identifying and solving tactical
problems
7. Conclusion:
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Appendix 13
13.

Sample Interview Questions

Questions:
Theme: Pre-existing knowledge do teachers have in relation to GCAs?
1. What VALUE do you see in implementing GCAs?

Theme: Modified Games and Questioning? (Fred)
2. What do these modified games look like?
3. What sort of questioning?

Theme: Move from mass practice (Barry)
4. Why do we move away from mass practice?
5. What value is there in doing this?

Theme: Invasion Games – Game Categories (Sarah)
6. What other games categories are there?
7. Why does a GCA approach use games categories?
8. What is the value of teaching in games categories?
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Theme: Issues with implementation (Programming, staffing issues, student attributes,
teacher inexperience with GCA, timetable constraints)
9. How can we address these?
Theme: Students
Year 9 are more suitable students for this approach
10. Why do you see these attributes as important for implementing a GCA approach?

Theme: Significance of GCAs in PE here in NSW?
11. What is the significance of using a GCA approach here in NSW
Theme: Role of the teacher in GCAs?
12. What do you think the role of the teacher is when implementing a GCA approach
(Planning, delivering, assessing)
Theme: Needs/Wants - Observe a lesson
13. What lesson – why?
14. What do you think needs to be included in this lesson?
15.Where do we then go from there?
Theme: Planning - Lesson Plans and Units of Work
16. Once I give you these, what do you think then needs to happen?
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17. How are we going to go about planning?
18. What are we going to plan?
Planning needs to be collaborative
19. How do you see this working
Theme: Time is a factor
20. How can we make time?
Theme: Resources
21. How are you going to use these?
22. What are you going to do once you have these resources?
Theme: Next steps
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Appendix 14
14.

Interview protocol (adapted from Creswell, 2013)

No.

Date:

Phase

Venue:
Duration:

Media File (link to recording of
interview)
Interviewer
Interviewees
Setting
Identified Themes
Questions:
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Appendix 15

15.

Researcher Developed Teacher Assessment Scaffold

Task: Observe students in a 5 v 5 GAME. Score students game performance on a 5 -1
continuum based on their appropriate and inappropriate: DECISION MAKING,
SKILL EXECUTION and SUPPORT within the game.

Outcomes:

Knowledge and Understanding Outcomes:
● 5.4 adapts, transfers and improvises movement skills and concepts to
improve performance
Skill Outcomes:
● Decision-making (5.12): adapts and applies decision making processes
and justifies their choices in increasingly demanding contexts
● Moving (5.14): confidently uses movement to satisfy personal needs and
interests

Components:
Decision Making: Making appropriate decisions about what to do off the ball (in
defense) during the game

I = Inappropriate

A = Appropriate

Not passing when needed, not backing

Passing when needed, passing to an open

teammates up, not passing to the open

player, utilizing the open space, backing

player/space

each other up, playing offence on/off the
ball

Skill Execution: Efficient execution of the selected skills.

391

I = Inappropriate

A = Appropriate

Doesn’t execute the pass successfully,

Executes the pass successfully, makes a

doesn’t make a successful pass, pass gets

successful pass, pass doesn’t get

intercepted

intercepted

Support: Appropriately supporting teammate with ball by being in a position to receive
a pass

I = Inappropriate

A = Appropriate

Doesn’t attempts to move into a position

Attempts to move into a position to receive

to receive a pass from a teammate, doesn’t a pass from a teammate, moving forward
move forward to space after the pass is

to space after the pass is made, positioning

made, doesn’t position self in passing

self in passing lane, moving quick and

lane, doesn’t moving quick and calling for

calling for the ball

the ball

Scoring Key:
5

4

3

2

1

Very effective

Effective

Moderately

Weak

Very weak

performance

performance

effective

performance

performance

(Always)

(Usually)

performance

(Rarely)

(Always)

(Sometimes)

Name
e.g. Joe Blogs

Decision Making

Skill Execution

Support

3

3

5
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Add rows as needed.
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Appendix 16
16.

Researcher Developed Peer Assessment Scaffolds

Task: Observe your buddy’s game performance in a small-sided ‘5 v 5’ GAME. Make a tally
of the appropriate and inappropriate SUPPORT made.

My buddy was:

My Name is:

Outcomes: Knowledge and Understanding Outcomes:
•

5.4 adapts, transfers and improvises movement skills and concepts to
improve performance

Skill Outcomes:
•

Decision-making (5.12): adapts and applies decision making processes and
justifies their choices in increasingly demanding contexts

•

Moving (5.14): confidently uses movement to satisfy personal needs and
interests

What to look for:
Support - Students should attempt to move into a position to receive a pass from a
teammate

Appropriate Support
•

Moving forward to space after the pass is made

•

Positioning self in passing lane

•

Moving quick and calling for the ball
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Recording directions
•

Read the three previous points about good support

•

Use a tally to mark each players attempt to support during the game

Appropriate (Tally)

Inappropriate (Tally)

Provide some feedback and suggested improvements for your partner:

Positive Feedback:
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Things to improve on:

Signed:
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Appendix 17
17.

Sample Lesson Plan
Unit:

Date:

Invasion Games:

Venue:
•

__ / __ / __

•
•

Week 3

Jenna:
Netball/Basketball
Fred: Touch
Sarah: Soccer

Application:
• Jenna: Netball/Basketball
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•
•

Class: Year 9
• Jenna:
• Fred:
• Sarah:

No. of
•
students: •
•

Fred: Touch
Sarah: Soccer

Jenna:
Fred:
Sarah:

Lesson 1 of 7
#:

Outcomes:

Learning Intentions:

Syllabus Outcomes:

CONCEPTS TO BE DEVELOPED: Students learn about…
(PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 25-26 and/or pg. 31-32)

Knowledge & Understanding (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 13):
•

5.4: adapts, transfers and improvises movement skills and concepts to
improve performance

•

Skills (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 14):
•

Decision-making (5.12): adapts and applies decision making
processes and justifies their choices in increasingly demanding
contexts

•

aspects of movement skill development
o body control and awareness
o object manipulation and control
o anticipation and timing
o technique
influences on skill development and performance
o transfer of skills and concepts
o learning environments
o feedback
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•

Moving (5.14): confidently uses movement to satisfy personal needs
and interests

o
o
o

Values (PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 12):

importance of practice
safety
the role of rules and regulations in safe
participation

OBJECTIVES/SKILLS TO BE DEVELOPED: Students
learn to…
(PDHPE Syllabus, pg. 25-26 and/or pg. 31-32)
•

•

•

•

ASSESSMENT: How will I know students have met the Learning
Intention? How will the students know they have met the Learning
Intention?

demonstrate movement skills in increasingly complex
and challenging activities from a selection of the
following contexts:
o games
adapt, transfer and improvise movement in increasingly
demanding contexts, eg varying space, rules, equipment
and apparatus, time restrictions and rhythm
design and participate in modified activities to improve
performance and promote safe participation in
increasingly complex and challenging situations
experiment with the application of simple mechanical
principles to enhance performance and ensure safety, eg
modify body position and technique

STRATEGICAL PROBLEM
Scoring and maintaining possession: How do you
maintain possession of the ball?
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Students will be able to maintain possession of the ball and execute an
effective/successful pass to set up an attacking opportunity to score

·

(Considering the importance of an overlap and having a target
player to pass to)
FOCUS QUESTIONS

RESOURCES:

1. How do we maintain possession?
2. How do we invade the territory?
3. How do we score/pass?

SAFETY:

LESSON
ACTIVITIES
List teaching
strategies with
times

Time

TEACHING CONSIDERATIONS
Include a brief description of teaching and learning strategies,
organisation, management and safety considerations.
Diagrams will be needed for practical lessons.
Teacher does:

What are the students doing?
Include suggested answers from students to
questions/responses.
Students will do:
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1. Warm up
Activity/Instant
Activity:

2V1 – Possession game: Students make 5 passes to score
with no set boundary (Highlight the overlap and target
player)
Primary rules
• Can’t move with the ball
• Can’t replay the ball
• No body contact/obstruction

•
•
•

Maintain possession of the ball
Pass the ball to the open player or to space
Moving off the ball to support the ball
carrier

Secondary Rules:
•
No goals - 5 passes = a goal
• Can hold the ball for 5 seconds instead of 3 (Increase
ball possession to 5 seconds to allow more time for
decision making)

2. Identifying and
solving tactical
problems:

Questions and feedback
• Where are you going to receive the ball?
• Where are you going to pass the ball?
• How are you going to pass the ball?
• What influences your decision?
• How does this activity replicate a game scenario?

What to look for?
• Students are varying the passes
• Moving into to space to receive the ball
• Passing to the space and not just to player
• Breaking away from defenders
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3. Game form 1
(situated learning
task):

3V3 scoring in a hoop at the end zone: Join each group
and verse another group
Scoring: provide a target (hoop)
Area: 1/3 of court to allow more space to experience
success
Primary rules
• Can’t move with the ball
• Can’t replay the ball
• No body contact/obstruction

•
•
•
•

Students maintaining possession of the
ball
supporting the ball carrier
setting up attacking opportunities
Students using a variety of passes
including long passes, short passes etc

Secondary Rules:
•
No goals - 5 passes = a goal
• Can hold the ball for 5 seconds instead of 3 (Increase
ball possession to 5 seconds to allow more time for
decision making)

4. Identifying and
solving tactical
problems:

Questions and feedback
• How do we move to create or receive a pass?
• How does your passing change with more defenders
and less options?
• How do we set up an attacking play?

What to look for?
• Students breaking away
• Signals of where they are going to move to
• Player with the ball make the best choice
making a successful pass
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5. Game form 2
(situated learning
task):

•

3V3: – individual modification for successful and
unsuccessful attacks/keeping possession)
Secondary rules
• Make the scoring area smaller or larger
• Make the playing area smaller or larger
• Limit the movement of the defender (can’t be within
2m of the attacking person, defend the space only)
Limit the passing options (can’t pass the ball to the person you
received it from)

•

Students are able to identify factors that
will support and hinder keeping
possession of the ball

•

Students recognise that more space =
easier to keep possession

•

•

6. Identifying and
solving tactical
problems

Questions and feedback
• How can you use the space to help you maintain
possession of the ball?
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7. Conclusion:

Focus Questions:
1. How do we maintain possession?
2. How do we invade the territory?
3. How do we score/pass?

•
•

Creating overlaps
Using the space
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Appendix 18
18. Researcher Reflection Journal Proforma
My Reflective Journal
Date:

Time:

Venue:

Subject (Object of
inquiry)

Reflection
Thoughts:

Observations:
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Appendix 19
19.

Amended Post Teaching Reflection Analysis (PTRA) Scaffold with ‘Tactical
Games Teacher Benchmarks’ Analysis Added.

Time:

Class:

Date:

Activity:

Venue:

Lesson
Observation:
(Video link)

1. What were your goals for the lesson?
For you as a teacher:
For your pupils:
2. What did you see in your lesson that you met your goals? Be specific.
For you as a teacher:
For your pupils:
3. What were the most positive aspects of the class?
For you as a teacher:
For your pupils:
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4. What aspects did you feel did not go well?
5. What changes would you make to the lesson the next time you teach it?
6. Learning Outcomes: Did you see learning occur? Specifically what?
7. What are your specific goals for the next lesson? What strategies will help you achieve
your goals?
Teacher goals:
Pupil Goals:

Feedback
Observational Benchmark Tool: Year 9 Invasion Games Unit

Benchmark

LP

RLP

LO

1

1

1

Element
1. Creating a tactical problem as the organising centre for
learning tasks,
2. Teacher begins unit segment with a game form to assess
student knowledge,
3. Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from
game form,
4. Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve
the tactical problem,
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5. Teacher uses clear communications for situated learning
tasks,
6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during
situated learning tasks
7. Teacher provides a review that includes the tactical problems
of the lesson.
8. Assessment.
Benchmark Elements: Comments
Strengths:

Areas of Improvement:

Notes:
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Appendix 20
20.

Unit Plan and Lesson Plans Coded Using the Observational Benchmark Tool
Sample High School Observational Benchmark Tool: Year 9 Invasion Games Unit [Term 2 2014: Cycle 1: Jenna]

Teacher Name:

Jenna

L
P
1

L
O
1

L
P
2

L
P
3

L
O
3

L
P
4

L
P
5

L
O
5

√

√

√

√

√

-

√

√

x

2. Teacher begins unit segment with a game form to assess student
knowledge,

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

3.

x

√

√

√

√

-

√

x

x

4. Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve the tactical
problem,

x

√

√

√

√

-

√

x

x

5. Teacher uses clear communications for situated learning tasks,

x

x

√

x

x

-

x

x

√

Benchmark
Element

1.

Creating a tactical problem as the organising centre for learning tasks,

Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from game form,

Unit
Pla
n
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6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning
tasks

x

x

-

x

x

√

x

x

x

7. Teacher provides a review that includes the tactical problems of the lesson.

x

x

-

x

x

√

x

x

√

8. Assessment.

x

x

-

x

x

x

x

√

√

LP = Lesson Plan, RLP = Revised Lesson Plan, LO = Lesson Observation, √ = element present, - = element present but to a lesser degree
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Sample High School Observational Benchmark Tool: : Year 9 Invasion Games Unit [Term 2 2014: Cycle 1: Sarah]

Teacher Name:

Sarah

Benchmark
Element

Unit
Plan

L
P
1

L
O
1

L
P
2

L
P
3

L
O
3

L
P
4

L
O
4

1.

Creating a tactical problem as the organising centre for learning tasks,

√

√

√

√

√

x

√

x

2.

Teacher begins unit segment with a game form to assess student knowledge,

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

3.

Teacher identifies needed tactical and skill areas from game form,

x

√

-

√

√

x

x

x

4.

Teacher uses deductive questions to get students to solve the tactical problem,

x

√

-

√

√

-

x

x

5. Teacher uses clear communications for situated learning tasks,

x

x

-

x

x

-

x

x

6. Teacher uses high rates of guides and feedback during situated learning tasks

x

x

-

x

x

-

x

x

7. Teacher provides a review that includes the tactical problems of the lesson.

x

x

-

x

x

-

x

x

8. Assessment.

x

x

-

x

x

-

√

√

L
P
5

R
L
P
5

LP = Lesson Plan, RLP = Revised Lesson Plan, LO = Lesson Observation, √ = element present, - = element present but to a lesser degree, x =
element not present
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L
O
5

Appendix 21
21.

NVIVO Sample (initial round of analysis)
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Appendix 22
22.

Researcher Developed Question Scaffolds
Debate of ideas: Tactical Time Outs

In your team or with your peer coach, discuss the following items during your ‘tactical
time-out’:

1.Identify the particular strengths of your opposition? i.e. particular
learners, patterns of play, physical strength, good players and flair learners,
solid attack/defence etc.

2.What things did you/your pair/team do well to cope with these strengths
in the previous game? i.e. forced them away from the goal, we were strong onthe-ball, we moved well to get away from our opponents so they could not
tackle us etc.

3.What things did/does you/your pair/team need to do to counteract the
strengths of the opposition team? i.e. close the ball down quicker, work in
pairs when tackling for the ball, work harder to get free from opponents.

4.How will you do the things you have mentioned in question 3? Can you
address in order that you can be effective in the next part of the game? i.e.
look to move the ball on quicker by dribbling the ball less and taking less time to
control the ball. i.e. get the ball wide so that it spreads their defense and look to
play in the gaps between their defenders.
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Question Starters

Kagan (2009) provides a list of ‘question starters’ for different types of thinking that
would assist practitioners:

Decision-making

1a. How are you deciding what to do with the ball (or projectile) during the game?
Decision Making 1b. How are you deciding what to do with your body position
between skill attempts? (Base)
1c. How are you deciding what skills to execute? (Skill execution)

Assessing
2a. How could you improve your attack?
2b. How could you improve your defence?
2c. How could you improve your attack as a team?
2d. How could you improve your defence as a team/pair?

Evaluating

3a. What is the most important thing you need to do in order set up an attack?
3b. What is the most important thing you need to do in order to defend against an
attack?
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Drawing conclusions / inferring consequences
4. If you used... (.... shot, .... equipment, .... placed the ball (projectile), what might
happen?

Note: the types of thinking and question starters are listed in italics; the rest of the verbiage
can be changed depending on the context / needs of the practitioner.
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